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ABSTRACT 
 
Incidental Noticing and EFL Students’ Subsequent Second Language Learning  
in Synchronous Text-based Discussion: An Investigation of  
Both NES-NNES and NNES-NNES Dyads.  
(August 2009) 
Wan-Tsai Kung, B.A., Tunghai University; M.A., Oklahoma City University 
Chair of Advisory Committee: Dr. Zohreh R. Eslami 
 
 
 
 
This dissertation investigated Taiwanese English as Foreign Language (EFL) 
learners’ incidental noticing and their subsequent language learning in relation to learner 
proficiency level and dyadic type in a text-based computer-mediated communication 
(CMC) environment. Sixty participants were included to form 30 dyads. At random, 
eight low-intermediate and eight advanced nonnative English speakers (NNESs) were 
paired with 16 native English speakers (NESs) to form 16 NES-NNES dyads; another 14 
advanced NNESs and 14 low-intermediate NNESs were paired to form 14 mixed-
proficiency NNES-NNES dyads.  
The results revealed that the synchronous computer-mediated communication 
(SCMC) medium could, in general, enhance the occurrence of learners’ incidental 
noticing and their subsequent second language (L2) learning regardless of learners’ 
proficiency levels and dyadic types. No significant differences were found in the amount 
of the language-related episodes (LREs) produced by the NES-NNES dyads when 
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compared to the NNES-NNES dyads. With regard to the number of LREs generated by 
the learners of different proficiency levels, the results showed that: (1) in the NES-
NNES dyads, no significant difference was found between the low-intermediate and 
advanced learners, and (2) in the NNES-NNES dyads, the low-intermediate learners 
produced a significantly greater number of LREs than their advanced interlocutors. In 
terms of the effect of interlocutors’ proficiency levels on the number of LREs produced 
by the learners, the results revealed that: (1) the low-intermediate learners in the NES-
NNES dyads produced a significantly greater number of LREs than the low-intermediate 
learners in the NNES-NNES dyads, and (2) the advanced learners in the NES-NNES 
dyads also produced a significantly greater number of LREs than the advanced learners 
in the NNES-NNES dyads.  
With respect to the learners’ performance on both posttests, the results of chi-square 
analyses showed that: (1) no significant differences were found both within and across 
the two dyadic types, and (2) no significant differences were found between learners of 
different proficiency levels within and across both NES-NNS and NNES-NNES dyads.  
Logistic regression analyses revealed that five LRE characteristics (type, source, 
complexity, proficiency, and successful uptake) in the NES-NNES dyads and three LRE 
characteristics (proficiency, timing and successful uptake) in the NNES-NNES dyads 
were shown to be significant predictor variables of the learners’ subsequent L2 learning. 
Successful uptake was the most prevalent predictor variable of the learners’ subsequent 
L2 learning across the two dyadic types. Besides, proficiency appeared to be the second 
prevalent variable but played a different role in these two dyadic types. Considering the 
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language aspects focused in the LREs, negotiations on the linguistic features of grammar, 
vocabulary, and spelling were much more prevalent than the pragmatic aspects of 
language.  
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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
Form-focused instruction refers to any instructional treatment that is intended to 
address language learners’ attention to linguistic or sociolinguistic form, and it consists of 
both conventional approaches (Focus-on-Forms) to teaching forms based on structured 
syllabi and more communicative approaches (Focus-on-Form) in which students’ attention 
to form arises out of meaning-focused activities (Long, 1996). The term “Form” includes 
phonological, lexical, grammatical and pragmalinguistic aspects of language (Ellis, 2001).  
In Focus-on-forms, preselected forms are the main focus of the intensive treatment. 
Focus-on-form would be either planned or incidental. Planned focus-on-form is also focused 
on preselected form, but attention to form is raised while learners are engaged in meaning 
rather than form-focused activities (Ellis, Basturkmen, & Loewen, 2002). However, as 
planned focus-on-form, incidental focus-on-form also involves primary attention to meaning 
but without focusing on any preselected form, so the focus could be on any form arising 
incidentally (Ellis, 2001).  
Compared to planned focus on form, fewer studies have examined the effects of 
incidental focus on form1 (Loewen, 2005; Shekary & Tahririan, 2006; Williams,  
2001). As a result, the understanding of the acquisitional outcomes of incidental focus-on-
form on Second Language Acquisition (SLA) is fairly limited. Therefore, the current study 
aims to add on to this sparse literature.  
                                                 
This dissertation follows the style of The Modern Language Journal. 
1 Since “noticing,” proposed by Schmidt (1990), is one of the most important cognitive constructs 
underpinning incidental focus-on-form, in this study, incidental noticing and incidental focus-on-form are used 
interchangeably. 
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Previous literature has recognized the positive impact of incidental noticing during 
learners’ interaction and negotiation of meaning on second language learning in face-to-face 
contexts (Ellis, Basturkmen, & Loewen, 2001a; 2001b; Loewen, 2002, 2003a, 2003b, 2004, 
2005; Loewen & Philp, 2006; Murphy, 2002; Williams, 1999, 2001; Schmidt & Frota, 1986). 
Similar learning outcome is expected to occur when moved to an online text-based chat 
mode setting because online discussion is similar to written texts in its language complexity 
and similar to face-to-face discussion in the functions performed (Chun, 1994; Lai & Zhao, 
2006). Besides, many studies have reported the advantages of computer-mediated 
communication (CMC) over face-to-face discussion for language learning because CMC can 
(a) amplify students’ attention to form (Warschauer, 1997); (b) increase students’ L2 written 
production (Kern, 1995); (c) create a less stressful environment for L2 practice (Chun, 1994); 
(d) constitute a more equitable and non-threatening medium for L2 discussion, especially for 
women, minorities, and shy students (Beauvois, 1992; Kern, 1995; Warschauer, 1996); (e) 
offer L2 learners an additional exposure to native speakers (Kung, 2002); (f) elicit better 
quality in discourse management  and more lexically and syntactically complex utterance 
(Chun, 1994); (g) break both time and geographic constraints (Warschauer, 1997); (h) 
encourage a collaborative spirit among students (Beauvois, 1992); and (i) serve as a bridge 
to improve students’ speaking through writing (Chun,1994; Kern, 1995; Smith, 2003a, 
2003b). 
With all these positive capacities of CMC, the scholarly literature has not yet provided 
a thorough investigation of the synchronous CMC (SCMC) medium itself, particularly the 
association between text-based online chat and L2 acquisition. This study aims to explore 
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the role of incidental noticing during text-based online chatting between (1) dyads of native 
English speakers (NES) and nonnative English speakers (NNES) and (2) dyads of NNES-
NNES in order to better understand the potential of text-based online chat to facilitate 
second language learning. 
STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM 
Even though noticing is an internal and private process and can not be observed 
directly (Schmidt, 1993), incidental learning is possible or even effective when learners’ 
attention is focused on what is to be learned. With planned focus on form, both pretest and 
posttest can be used to assess learners’ gains in the use of the targeted form. However, with 
incidental focus on form, conducting such a pretest is not possible because one can never 
predict what forms will arise incidentally during a meaning-focused activity (Swain, 2001). 
Hence, most of the incidental noticing studies have been conducted descriptively or 
explanatorily.   
While theories on SLA are insightful, only empirical research can serve to validate 
them. Although previous studies have described the occurrence of incidental noticing and 
uptake, only a handful of empirical research has investigated the relationship between 
noticing and SLA in face-to-face contexts (Loewen, 2002, 2004, 2005; Williams, 2001). 
Furthermore, even fewer studies have explored the cognitive effects of text-based online 
discussion on noticing (Lai & Zhao, 2006; Shekary & Tahririan, 2006). These studies have 
suggested that SCMC could promote more noticing of problematic linguistic forms, which, 
in turn, has more possibility to assist SLA. The present study aims to add to the emerging 
literature on the contextual factors that could possibly affect noticing. Specifically, the study 
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intends to find out (1) whether text-based online discussion would help English as a foreign 
language (EFL) learners notice both their problematic linguistic output and the interactional 
feedback provided by their NES or NNES interlocutors, and (2) how the effect of noticing is 
associated with L2 learners’ subsequent learning in the SCMC setting. 
THE PURPOSE OF THE STUDY 
CMC can give rise to real communication by temporally and geographically 
increasing the opportunities for interaction (Warschauer, 1997) because it allows students 
from different countries to interact cross-culturally regardless of the time differences. 
However, the only two studies (Lai & Zhao, 2006; Shekary & Tahririan, 2006), to the 
researcher’s knowledge, investigating the relationship between synchronous text-based 
discussion and incidental noticing are conducted by NNES-NNES dyads in the same 
language institutes and, hence, do not make use of NESs which is easily afforded by CMC. 
Therefore, this study intends to fill the gap by having Taiwanese EFL learners chat online 
with NESs in the United States through the medium of CMC.  
Recently, there is a trend in combining meaning-focused with form-focused 
instruction in order to promote learners’ SLA. In incidental focus on form, linguistic or 
sociolinguistic items are focused on briefly within meaning-focused activities (Loewen, 
2003a). The unit of analysis in studies of incidental focus on form has been termed as Focus 
on Form Episode (FFE) by Ellis et al. (2001a). Swain (2000, 2001) has also suggested that 
observation of learners’ noticing can be accomplished through collaborative dialogue or the 
language-related episode (LRE). LREs are mini-dialogues, in which learners, either 
explicitly or implicitly, ask or talk about language or question their own or/and 
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interlocutors’ language use (Swain & Lapkin, 1998). Based on this analysis unit, probably 
the best way to assess the effect of noticing is to retrieve the knowledge of the targeted 
linguistic or sociolinguistic items from a learner’s memory through the use of individual 
tailor-made posttests derived from the items discussed during LREs (Ellis et al., 2001b; 
Williams, 2001). However, because the testing can be done only after the incidental focus on 
form has occurred, it is not possible to investigate the learner’s prior knowledge of the 
targeted items. Nevertheless, if an error in production has occurred or a question about an 
item has been raised, it could be seen as a clear indication of the learner’s difficulty with that 
item in his/her interlanguage (IL) system (Ellis et al., 2001b; Swian, 2001). Thus, learning 
can be operationalized as an increase in the accurate use of the targeted forms in subsequent 
contexts (Loewen, 2005; Williams, 2001).  
In spite of the obscurity of designing tailor-made posttests, several recent studies have 
explored the relationship between noticing and L2 learning by individually testing the 
linguistic items that have arisen incidentally during interaction (Loewen, 2005; Shekary & 
Tahririan, 2006; Williams, 2001). Unlike Williams’ study, which is fairly limited in scope, 
Loewen’s  and Shekary and Tahririan’s studies went one step further and were much more 
sophisticated with regard to their evaluation scope and research design. Both studies 
investigated the effectiveness of incidental focus-on-form in subsequent learning, but one in 
a classroom setting (Loewen, 2005) and the other in an online setting (Shekary & Tahririan, 
2006). Both studies found that successful uptake was the strongest predictor of correct test 
responses. Nevertheless, more studies are required to further validate the effect of noticing. 
The current study is an attempt to contribute to the growing body of empirical studies on 
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noticing by investigating both NNES-NNES and NES-NNES dyads’ negotiation of meaning 
with respect to both linguistic and sociolinguistic issues. 
Shekary and Tahririan (2006) have documented how learners notice the gaps in their 
IL during the negotiation of meaning as well as how this noticing is associated with their 
subsequent learning in an online setting. In their study, the dyads were formed between L2 
learners, and three linguistic features, including grammar, vocabulary, and spelling, were 
investigated. As far as sociolinguistic aspects of language are concerned, the only study 
pertaining to incidental noticing of pragmatics in an online setting has been conducted by 
Tudini (2007), investigating whether native speaker (NS) chat rooms would provide 
opportunities for non-native speakers (NNS) of Italian to practice intercultural (content and 
pragmatic) negotiation strategies. Based on the researcher’s knowledge, there is no other 
study so far that has investigated the relationship between online text-based incidental 
noticing and L2 learners’ SLA of both linguistic and sociolinguistic aspects by including 
both NES-NNES and NNES-NNES dyads. The purpose of this study is to fill this gap. 
In empirical studies of pragmatics, one important question to ask would be what 
should serve as baseline data in interlanguage (IL) pragmatics. To some extent, a 
“mechanical, yet theoretically correct answer” for the baseline data in assessing learners’ IL 
pragmatics is the pragmatic-related input they have received (Kasper, 1992, p. 224). This 
answer could be problematic if L2 learners are receiving input for some specific pragmatic 
features from a variety of different input sources during the treatment period of a study. 
However, in the present study, since the pragmatic test items are constructed based on the 
input each student receives during the negotiation of meaning, the baseline data for 
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measuring each L2 learners’ IL pragmatics can be assumed to be coming from only one 
source of input—each EFL learner’s respective interlocutor.  
Based on previous interventional studies, researchers have made some tentative 
conclusions: (a) pragmatic ability is teachable to learners with different language proficiency 
through either explicit or implicit instruction whereas explicit may lead to a greater extent of 
improvement over implicit instruction; (b) even though L2 learners can pick up some 
pragmatic norms without instruction, pedagogical intervention has its role in facilitating 
learners’ ultimate attainment of ILP more effectively; and (c) students can best improve their 
pragmatic competence through various forms of metapragmatic instruction (House, 1996; 
Ross, 2005; Takahashi, 2001, 2005). According to Bardovi-Harlig and Dornyei (1998), the 
disparity between nonnative speakers’ (NNSs’) and native speakers’ (NSs’) pragmatic 
competence may be due to vital factors associated with input: “the availability of input” and 
“the salience of relevant linguistic features in the input from the point of view of the learner” 
(p. 234). In the process of second language learning, pragmatic failure is not addressed or 
pointed out by the teacher as often as those of grammatical mistakes, and it may make a 
learner be considered as rude or even uneducated (Z. Eslami-Rasekh., A. Eslami-Rasekh., & 
Fatahi, 2004). Similar result is evidenced in Bardovi-Harlig and Dornyei’s (1998), in which 
EFL learners and teachers tended to rate grammatical errors as more serious than pragmatic 
errors. Simple exposure to the target language may be insufficient because pragmatic 
functions and relevant contextual factors are often not salient to learners (Bouton, 1994; 
Lyster, 1994), and it is very difficult for L2 learners to notice or even pick up the pragmatic 
norms by themselves without directing their attention to form. Since NSs have higher 
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pragmatic competence (Bardovi-Harlig & Dornyei, 1998) and higher procedure knowledge 
(Pasternak & Bailey, 2004) than the NNSs, they may be able to provide their NNSs peers 
with more pragmatic-related feedback than NNSs can do to each other . As a result, it is 
logical to speculate that that the occurrences of incidental focus-on-form in pragmatics 
would be more prevalent in the NES-NNES dyads than in the NNES-NNES dyads. 
RESEARCH QUESTIONS FOR CHAPTER II 
A number of studies have investigated the interactional effects between NS-NNS and 
NNS-NNS dyads on different aspects and under different contexts, including (1) input 
modifications (Long, 1981, 1983; Rulon & McCreary, 1986; Varonis & Gass, 1985) and 
output modifications (Adams, 2003; Gass & Varonis, 1994; Pica, Holliday, Lewis, & 
Morgenthaler, 1989; Oliver, 1995; Pica, 1988; Philp, 2003; Polio & Gass, 1998; Shehadeh, 
1999; Yule & Powers, 1994) in face-to-face contexts, and (2) negotiation of meaning and 
output modifications (Iwasaki & Oliver, 2003; Keiko, 200; Morris, 2005; Schwienhorst, 
2004; Smith, 2003a; Toyoda & Harrison, 2002; Tudini, 2003) in a CMC environment.  
With respect to the studies on the NS-NNS interactions, these studies have particularly 
focused on how NSs or NNS teachers use foreigner talk to mediate and respond to the 
incomprehensible utterances produced by NNSs (Long, 1981). The results of these studies 
showed that (1) compared to NS-NS interactions, NSs’ responses to NNSs’ nontargetlike 
utterances usually involve more elaboration, more repetition, slower speech rate, more 
questions, more linguistic correction, more explicit and implicit feedback, simplified lexical 
items, less complex sentence structures, and more tolerance for abrupt topic shifts (Long, 
1983, 1996, Long & Porter, 1985; McGroarty, 1990; Rulon & McCreary, 1986; Varonis & 
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Gass, 1985), and (2) NS-NNS interactions do assist NNSs to notice inconspicuous linguistic 
features (Toyoda & Harrison, 2002), to better understand their NS peers (Polio & Gass, 
1998; Tudini, 2003) except for Gass and Varonis (1994), to produce modified output (Pica, 
Holliday, Lewis, & Morgenthaler, 1989), and to incorporate NSs’ feedback into their L2 
production (Oliver, 1995; Iwasaki & Oliver, 2003), and (3) NSs are considered as ideal 
language models and learners may get more motivated by interacting with them (Kitade, 
2005; Kung, 2002; Pasternak & Bailey, 2004).  
When comparing the interactional effects of NS-NNS and NNS-NNS dyads, mixed 
results were found. Some empirical studies showed that NS-NNS interactions produced 
more corrective feedback, negotiation of meaning, or modified output than NNS-NNS 
interactions (Mackey, Oliver, & Leeman, 2003; Porter, 1983), some showed the opposite 
results (Shehadeh, 1999; Varonis & Gass, 1985), and others showed no difference between 
them (Rulon & McCreary, 1986). 
In sum, the findings of the aforementioned studies have demonstrated that NNSs in 
both NS-NNS and NNS-NNS interactions do provide comprehensible input for their 
interlocutors, negotiate for meaning with their peers, and modify their output when non-
understanding occurs in both face-to-face and CMC contexts. Furthermore, as noted earlier, 
mixed results were found with regard to whether NS-NNS or NNS-NNS interactions would 
better promote negotiation of meaning. However, even though previous studies on CMC has 
showed that learners can benefit from interacting with their interlocutors to a certain extent, 
more research on the comparison of the interactional effects between NS-NNS and NNS-
NNS dyads is needed. Therefore, the current research intended to fill this gap by including 
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both NS-NNS and NNS-NNS dyads in order to further examine and compare the 
interactional effects of these two dyadic types. 
Investigating the potential of synchronous CMC to foster noticing and its 
effectiveness on L2 development entails the following research questions, which will be 
addressed in Chapter II:  
1. Do learners in both NES-NNES and NNES-NNES dyads similarly notice the gap 
in their interlanguage during negotiation of meaning in the context of synchronous 
task-based negotiations?  
2. Do learners in both NES-NNES and NNES-NNES dyads similarly notice 
linguistic and pragmatic aspects of language during negotiation of meaning in the 
context of synchronous task-based negotiations? 
3. What effect, if any, does incidental noticing have on learners’ subsequent 
language learning within and across the NES-NNES and NNES-NNES dyads 
respectively?  
4. What characteristics of LREs best predict the learners’ L2 learning in a text-based 
CMC setting in the NES-NNES and NNES-NNES dyads respectively? 
RESEARCH QUESTIONS FOR CHAPTER III 
With regard to L2 learners’ proficiency levels, studies have showed that proficiency 
does play a role in SLA and noticing (Gass, Svetics, & Lemelin, 2003; Iwashita, 2001; 
Matsumura, 2003; Schmidt, 1990; Takahashi, 2005; Williams, 1999, 2001). In view of the 
relationship between SLA and incidental noticing, Gass, Svetics, and Lemelin’s (2003) 
study explored the relationship between focused attention and proficiency in three linguistic 
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features (syntax, morphosyntax, and the lexicon) by having learners of three different 
proficiency levels receive treatment through a computer program. The results showed that 
the lowest proficient (first –year) learners improved significantly on all three linguistic foci, 
the more proficient (second-year) learners improved only on lexicon, and the advanced 
(third-year) learners improved on none of the three foci. They concluded that focused 
attention had more significant effects on the less-proficient students than on the most-
proficient students in their study. 
Iwashita (2001) examined the impact of different proficiency level groupings (low-low, 
high-high, and high-low groups) on opportunities for modified output in NNS-NNS 
communication. The results showed that although mixed-proficient dyads resulted in more 
amount of interaction than same-proficient ones, no significant differences were found 
between them. Also, lower-proficient learners in the high-low dyads modified their output 
more than lower-proficient learners in the low-low dyads whereas high proficiency learners 
modified their output more in the high-high dyads than in the high-low dyads. These 
findings implicate the effect of interlocutors’ proficiency levels on noticing: lower-proficient 
learners profit more while interacting with higher-proficient learners than with low-
proficient peers. In contrast, high-proficient learners may not benefit as much from 
interacting with lower-proficient learners than with learners of similar, or higher, proficiency 
level.  
In addition, Williams’ (1999) descriptive study examined eight NNES ESL learners (4 
dyads) at four levels of proficiency to determine the extent to which learners can and do 
incidentally focus on form in their interactions with their peers. The results showed that 
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learners, at least at lower levels of proficiency, did not frequently focus on formal aspects of 
language. One reasonable explanation is that lower-level learners might have enough to do 
just to maintain communication and, therefore, are unable to focus on form as much as the 
more proficient learners. Besides, the results in Williams (2001) also showed that (1) more 
advanced learners generated more LREs and used this information more effectively; (2) 
what occurred during LREs seemed likely to get transferred to long-term memory for these 
more proficient learners; and (3) the lowest level learners appeared somewhat less ready or 
able to integrate the new input generated during the LREs. As evidenced in these studies, the 
effect of proficiency level on noticing is a factor worth investigating on negotiation of 
meaning.  
Therefore, the present study will also include learners of two different proficiency 
levels (low-intermediate and advanced) in order to examine if proficiency has any 
significant impact on L2 learners’ noticing and its subsequent learning. The following 
research questions will be addressed in Chapter III: 
1. Do learners of different proficiency levels in both NES-NNES and NNES-NNES 
dyads similarly notice the gap in their IL during negotiation of meaning in the 
context of synchronous task-based negotiations?  
2. Do learners of different proficiency levels in both NES-NNES and NNES-NNES 
dyads similarly notice linguistic and pragmatic aspects of language during 
negotiation of meaning in the context of synchronous task-based negotiations? 
3. Does incidental noticing have similar, if any, effect on subsequent SLA of learners 
with different proficiency levels in both NES-NNES and NNES-NNES dyads?  
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4. Do learners’ proficiency levels along with other characteristics of LREs similarly 
predict their L2 learning in a text-based CMC setting in the NES-NNES and 
NNES-NNES dyads? 
DEFINITIONS OF TERMS 
Synchronous computer-mediated communication (SCMC): Messages are typed and sent, 
and then received by the interlocutors instantaneously. This is contrasted against 
asynchronous computer-mediated communication (ACMC), such as email and 
bulletin boards (Smith, 2003a, 2003b). Even though both email (ACMC) and chat 
messages (SCMC) can be received instantly. It’s the immediacy of interaction, which 
is simultaneous in SCMC and not in ACMC, which distinguishes one from the other. 
In this study, SCMC refers to instant Messenger software (i.e. MSN Instant 
Messenger). 
Noticing: Schmidt (1990) identifies three aspects of consciousness involved in language 
learning: awareness, intention, and knowledge. The first sense, consciousness as 
awareness, embraces noticing. According to him, what learners notice in input is 
what becomes intake for learning, regardless of whether a learner deliberately 
attends to a linguistic form or not. Linguistic forms can serve as intake for language 
learning only if they are noticed by learners, and noticing is a necessary condition for 
L2 acquisition. The following two incidents could demonstrate L2 learners’ noticing 
of the mismatch between their IL and the target language: (1) when they ask 
linguistic or sociolinguistic questions, or (2) when their interlocutors provide them 
with corrective feedback and then they respond to it. 
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Negotiation: Two types of negotiation have been identified: the negotiation of meaning and 
the negotiation of form. The negotiation of meaning is “entirely communicative in 
orientation, as it is directed at enabling the participants to achieve mutual 
understanding in order for communication to proceed.” The negotiation of form is 
“didactic in orientation, as it is directed at improving accuracy and precision when 
no problem of understanding has arisen” (Ellis et al. 2001b, p. 414). 
Pushed output: Swain (1995) states that the importance of output to learning could be that 
output pushes learners to process language more deeply than does input. With output, 
a learner is in control. In speaking or writing (output), learners can stretch their 
interlanguage to meet communicative goals. To produce, learners need to do 
something. 
Pragmalinguistic vs. sociopragmatic: The term “pragmalinguistic” refers to “knowing that 
the linguistic form conveys the right pragmatic purpose.” This term is usually 
complementary to sociopragmatic, which refers to “knowing that a linguistic form 
has specific social conditions for appropriate use” (Kasper & Rose, 1999, p. 98).  
Interlanguage (IL): The type of language produced by nonnative speakers in second 
language learning. 
Interlanguage Pragmatics: “The study of nonnative speakers’ use and acquisition of L2 
pragmatic knowledge” is referred to as interlanguage pragmatics (Kasper & Rose, 
1999, p. 81). 
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Meaning-focused activities: Meaning-focused activity is defined as those with the primary 
goal of exchanging information, rather than learning about or practicing specific 
linguistic forms (Pica, Kanagy, & Falodun, 1993). 
ORGANIZATION OF THE DISSERTATION 
This dissertation includes four chapters: the Introduction (Chapter I); Incidental 
noticing and EFL students’ subsequent second language learning in synchronous text-based 
discussion: An investigation of both NES-NNES and NNES-NNES dyads (Chapter II); 
Learners of different proficiency levels and incidental noticing in synchronous text-based 
discussion: An investigation of both NES-NNES and NNES-NNES dyads (Chapter III); and 
the Conclusion (Chapter IV). 
 
 16
CHAPTER II 
INCIDENTAL NOTICING AND EFL STUDENTS’ SUBSEQUENT SECOND 
LANGUAGE LEARNING IN SYNCHRONOUS TEXT-BASED DISCUSSION: AN 
INVESTIGATION OF BOTH NES-NNES AND NNES-NNES DYADS 
OVERVIEW 
This study investigated the relationship between online text-based incidental noticing 
and learners’ second language acquisition of linguistic and sociolinguistic aspects by 
including 16 dyads of native English speaker (NES) vs. nonnative English speaker (NNES) 
and 14 dyads of NNES vs. NNES in a Computer-mediated Communication (CMC) 
environment. The results revealed that the synchronous SCMC (SCMC) medium can 
enhance the occurrence of learners’ incidental noticing and their subsequent L2 learning in 
both NES-NNES and NNES-NNES dyads. In addition, no significant differences were 
found in the amount of the LREs produced between these two types of dyads. Although the 
NNES-NNES dyads performed slightly better than the NES-NNES dyads in both posttests, 
no significant differences were found both within and across dyads through chi-square 
analyses. Through logistic regression analyses, four characteristics (type, source, complexity, 
and successful uptake) related to LREs showed to be powerful predictor variables of the 
NES-NNES dyads, and two variables (timing and successful uptake) entered in the 
regression models of the NNES-NNES dyads. Successful uptake was shown to be the most 
prevalent predictor variable of the learners’ subsequent L2 learning across the two dyadic 
types. Considering the linguistic aspects focused in the LREs, negotiations on the linguistic 
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features of grammar, vocabulary, and spelling are much more prevalent than the 
sociolinguistic aspects of pragmatics.  
INTRODUCTION 
In the field of Second Language Acquisition (SLA), there has been an immense debate 
on the role of consciousness in L2 development, especially related to the effectiveness of 
grammatical instruction. Some researchers argue that grammatical instruction has only 
minimal effect on L2 acquisition. For example, Krashen (1981) argues that L2 development 
is largely an unconscious process. Others argue that comprehensible input alone is not 
sufficient, and grammatical instruction is necessary; these researchers use terms such as 
Focus-on-Form (Long, 1991), consciousness-raising (Ellis, 1997), and input-enhancement 
(Sharwood-Smith, 1991). For example, studies of immersion education have shown that 
despite plentiful meaning-focused instruction, learners usually fail to develop high levels of 
grammatical or sociolinguistic competence, suggesting the need for some attention to form 
(Swain, 1985). Besides, Schmidt (1990) argues that noticing of input is a necessary 
condition for L2 development. The main idea is to direct learners’ attention to language 
forms in order to help them internalize the targeted forms into the L2 system. More recently, 
Loewen (2003a) contends that focus on form allows learners to take time out from a focus 
on meaning to notice linguistic items in the input, and, therefore, linguistic forms may not 
go unnoticed. According to these researchers, teaching or instructional activities should 
include opportunities for learners to consciously notice and focus on the targeted linguistic 
and sociolinguistic forms. 
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Focus-on-form includes planned focus-on-form and incidental focus-on-form. Planned 
focus-on-form is effective because it exposes learners to the same form constantly while 
they are communicating. In contrast, incidental focus-on-form2 enables learners to focus on 
a wide range of forms during negotiation of meaning, and it has the following five key 
features: incidental noticing “(1) occurs in discourse that is primarily meaning-centered; (2) 
is observable (i.e. occurs interactionally); (3) is incidental (i.e. it is not preplanned); (4) is 
transitory; and (5) is broadly focused (i.e. several different forms may be attended to in the 
context of a single lesson)” (Ellis et al., 2001a, p. 283-284). 
Compared to planned focus on form, fewer studies have examined the effects of 
incidental focus on form, i.e. incidental noticing (Loewen, 2005; Shekary & Tahririan, 2006; 
Williams, 2001). As a result, the understanding of the acquisitional outcomes of incidental 
focus-on-form on SLA is fairly limited.  
Previous literature has recognized the positive impacts of incidental noticing during 
learners’ interaction and negotiation of meaning on second language learning in face-to-face 
contexts (Ellis et al., 2001a, 2001b, 2002; Ellis, Loewen, & Erlam, 2006; Loewen, 2002; 
2003a, 2003b, 2004, 2005; Loewen & Philp, 2006; Murphy, 2002; Williams, 1999, 2001; 
Schmidt & Frota, 1986). Similar learning outcome is expected to occur when moved to an 
online text-based chat mode setting, i.e. synchronous computer-mediated communication 
(SCMC), because the hybrid nature of online text-based discussion is similar to written texts 
in its language complexity and similar to face-to-face discussion in the functions performed 
                                                 
2 Since “noticing,” proposed by Schmidt (1990), is one of the most important cognitive constructs 
underpinning incidental focus-on-form, in this study, incidental noticing and incidental focus-on-form are used 
interchangeably. 
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(Chun, 1994; Lai & Zhao, 2006). SCMC refers to real-time interaction between people over 
a network, and it has recently been used in the communicative language classrooms through 
web-based chat program, such as MSN Instant Messenger, AOL Instant Messenger, or 
Yahoo Messenger. In general, computer-mediated communication (CMC) appears to be an 
intellectual amplifier for language teaching, learning, and research (Smith, 2003a, 2003b; 
Warschauer, 1997). 
However, few studies have explored the cognitive effects of text-based online chat, 
and even fewer have focused on noticing in SCMC setting. Pellettieri (2000) suggested that 
text-based online chat fosters negotiation of meaning and form-focused interaction. She 
stated that online chat promotes the noticing of problematic linguistic structures and thus is 
beneficial to the development of grammatical competence. Salaberry’s (2000) findings 
revealed that his participants showed their first signs of understanding past-tense 
morphological markings in an online setting and that the particular uniqueness of the online 
CMC may enhance learners’ ability to focus their attention on both function and form, 
which serves to facilitate their L2 morphological development. 
Shekary and Tahririan (2006) have documented how learners would notice the gaps in 
their interlanguage (IL) during the negotiation of meaning as well as how this noticing is 
associated with their subsequent learning in an online setting. In their study, the dyads were 
formed between L2 learners, and three linguistic features, including grammar, vocabulary, 
and spelling, were investigated. As far as sociolinguistic aspects of language are concerned, 
the only study pertaining to incidental noticing of pragmatics in an online setting was 
conducted by Tudini (2007), investigating whether native speaker (NS) chat rooms would 
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provide opportunities for non-native speakers (NNS) of Italian to practice intercultural 
negotiation strategies.  
Therefore, to the researcher’s knowledge, there is no study so far that has investigated 
the relationship between online text-based incidental noticing and L2 learners’ SLA of both 
linguistic and sociolinguistic aspects by including both native English speaker (NES) vs. 
non-native English speakers (NNES) and NNES vs. NNES dyads. The purpose of this study 
is to fill this gap. 
THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK: INTERACTIONIST PERSPECTIVE OF SLA  
It is widely accepted that communicative interaction is especially facilitative for 
learners’ SLA (Long, 1983, 1996, Long & Porter, 1985; McGroarty, 1990; Rulon & 
McCreary, 1986; Varonis & Gass, 1985). Long and Robinson (1998) have subsumed this 
process of negotiation of meaning under the Interaction Hypothesis, which states that the 
conditions for SLA are crucially enhanced by having L2 learners negotiate meaning with 
NSs or NNSs. This type of negotiation is also described in the literature as Focus on Form, 
and is defined by Long (1991) as follows: “Focus on form….overly draws students’ 
attention to linguistic elements as they arise incidentally［italics added］in lessons whose 
overriding focus in on meaning or communication” (p. 45-46).  
Long (1996) further suggests that “negotiation for meaning, and especially negotiation 
work that triggers interactional adjustments by NSs or more competent interlocutors, 
facilitates acquisition because it connects input, internal learner capacities, particularly 
selective attention, and output in productive ways” (p. 451-52). In other words, from this 
theoretical perspective, negotiated interaction is viewed as beneficial for SLA as learners 
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elicit modified input from their interlocutors, are pushed to modify their own linguistic 
output, and receive important feedback on their target langue use, thus potentially focusing 
their attention on problematic utterances. For example, Long (1983) studied input and 
interactions between 16 NS-NS and 16 NS-NNS dyads and found that in the course of the 
interaction, NSs modified both their input and interactional structure of their utterances to 
NNSs more than they did to NS peers. Investigating output modifications by learners, Pica, 
Holliday, Lewis, and Morgenthaler (1989) examined negotiated interactions between 10 NS-
NNS dyads across three tasks (information-gap, jigsaw, and discussion) to find out how the 
NNSs responded to their NS peers when a miscommunication had occurred. The results 
showed that in all three tasks, NNSs modified their output more frequently when their NS 
peers requested for clarification than expressed a need for confirmation. Also, NNSs’ 
comprehensible output mostly resulted from the linguistic demands that NSs imposed on 
NNSs during the negotiation of meaning. 
If one desires to adopt the theoretical grounds based on face-to-face interaction to 
rationalize the use of negotiation and interaction-based activities in a CMC environment, 
determining if the characteristics of computer-mediated negotiated interaction are similar to 
that reported in traditional interactionist studies is crucial. Similar learning outcome is 
expected to occur when moved to an online text-based chat mode setting because online 
discussion is similar to written texts in its language complexity and similar to face-to-face 
discussion in the functions performed (Chun, 1994; Lai & Zhao, 2006). Several principles 
from the perspective of Interactionist underlie the significance of CMC, including learners 
need to (1) “notice the linguistic characteristics of the target language input that they 
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receive,” (2) “have opportunities to produce target language output,” (3) “notice errors in 
their output,” (4) “correct their linguistic output,” and (5) “engage in target language 
interaction whose structure can be modified as needed for comprehension” (Chapelle, 1999, 
p.109). 
Studies on CMC have also endorsed the effects of negotiation for meaning on 
facilitating L2 learning (Iwasaki & Oliver, 2003; Morris, 2005; Schwienhorst, 2004; Smith, 
2003a; Toyoda & Harrison, 2002; Tudini, 2003). For example, Kitade (2000) examined 24 
discussion sessions between NNSs of Japanese in a text-based CMC setting and sought to 
evaluate the potential impact of CMC on L2 learning. She found that many instances of 
learner- and other-initiated repair and negotiation of meaning did occur in NNS-NNS chats. 
Toyoda and Harrison (2002) examined negotiation of meaning between NNSs and NSs of 
Japanese in chat conversations, and the results showed that miscommunications did indeed 
elicit negotiation of meaning at word, sentence, and discourse levels between participants 
even when no particular communicative task was given.  
While there is an emerging body of research that specifically explores computer-
mediated negotiation based on Interactionist Hypothesis, one area that remains under-
explored, however, is the relationship between text-based CMC, incidental noticing, and 
communicative task type between both NS-NNS dyads and NNS-NNS dyads. 
INTERACTIONAL EFFECTS OF NS-NNS AND NNS-NNS DYADS 
A number of studies have investigated the interactional effects between NS-NNS and 
NNS-NNS dyads on different aspects and under different contexts, including (1) input 
modifications (Long, 1981, 1983; Rulon & McCreary, 1986; Varonis & Gass, 1985) and 
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output modifications (Adams, 2003; Gass & Varonis, 1994; Pica, Holliday, Lewis, & 
Morgenthaler, 1989; Oliver, 1995; Pica, 1988; Philp, 2003; Polio & Gass, 1998; Shehadeh, 
1999; Yule & Powers, 1994) in face-to-face contexts, and (2) negotiation of meaning and 
output modifications (Iwasaki & Oliver, 2003; Morris, 2005; Schwienhorst, 2004; Smith, 
2003a; Toyoda & Harrison, 2002; Tudini, 2003) in a CMC environment.  
With respect to the studies on the NS-NNS interactions, these studies have particularly 
focused on how NSs or NNS teachers use foreigner talk to mediate and respond to the 
incomprehensible utterances produced by NNSs (Long, 1981). The results of these studies 
showed that (1) compared to NS-NS interactions, NSs’ responses to NNSs’ nontargetlike 
utterances usually involve more elaboration, more repetition, slower speech rate, more 
questions, more linguistic correction, more explicit and implicit feedback, simplified lexical 
items, less complex sentence structures, and more tolerance for abrupt topic shifts (Long, 
1983, 1996, Long & Porter, 1985; McGroarty, 1990; Rulon & McCreary, 1986; Varonis & 
Gass, 1985); (2) NS-NNS interactions do assist NNSs to notice inconspicuous linguistic 
features (Toyoda & Harrison, 2002), to better understand their NS peers (Polio & Gass, 
1998; Tudini, 2003) except for Gass and Varonis (1994), to produce modified output (Pica, 
Holliday, Lewis, & Morgenthaler, 1989), and to incorporate NSs’ feedback into their L2 
production (Oliver, 1995; Iwasaki & Oliver, 2003); and (3) NSs are considered as ideal 
language models and learners may get more motivated by interacting with them (Kitade, 
2005; Kung, 2002; Pasternak & Bailey, 2004).  
Long (1983), for example, found that in the course of interactions, NSs modified both 
their input and interactional structure of their utterances to NNSs more than they did to NS 
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peers. Also, NSs’ proficiency in their first language may allow them to better control the 
conversation flow and offer more immediate feedback and comprehensible (modified) input 
to their NNS counterparts.  
Gass and Varonis (1994) inspected the relationship among input (modified and 
unmodified groups), interaction (interactive and non-interactive groups), and L2 production 
by having 16 NS-NNS dyads perform an information gap task. The results showed that 
modified input significantly and positively assisted NNSs’ comprehension; unexpectedly, 
the NNSs in the interactive group were not found to better comprehend their NSs’ utterances 
than those in the non-interactive group. In view of this surprising finding, Polio and Gass 
(1998) replicated Gass and Varonis’ study by enlarging their sample size to 30 dyads and 
having them perform two communicative tasks instead of one. The results demonstrated that 
interaction did facilitate NNSs to better understand their NS peers. They argued that when 
L2 learners have difficulties controlling their own language production, it would be more 
difficult for them to notice the gaps in their IL or to test their hypotheses, especially when 
their interlocutors, NSs, are leading most of the interaction.  
Investigating output modifications by learners, Pica, Holliday, Lewis, and 
Morgenthaler (1989) examined negotiated interactions between 10 NS-NNS dyads across 
three tasks to find out how the NNSs responded to their NS peers when a miscommunication 
had occurred. The results showed that in all three tasks, NNSs modified their output more 
frequently when their NS peers requested for clarification than expressed a need for 
confirmation. Also, NNSs’ comprehensible output mostly resulted from the linguistic 
demands that NSs imposed on NNSs during the negotiation of meaning. 
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Focusing only on one type of linguistic feedback, Oliver (1995) explored the 
occurrence and type of negative feedback between the interactions of eight child NS-NNS 
dyadic conversation. The results showed that NSs provided both reactive and implicit 
negative feedback to their NNS peers. Additionally, NNSs also incorporated the negative 
feedback, provided by their NS counterparts, into their L2 production.  
In a CMC setting, Tudini (2003) examined the negotiation of meaning and modification 
of output raised from the interaction of a given topic between nine L2 learners and 49 NSs 
of Italian in a NS chat room. The results showed that negotiations occurred in the majority 
of the NS-NNS chat activities. Triggers for the negotiated interactions consisted of both 
grammatical and lexical features, and types of negotiations consisted of both NNS-and NS-
initiated requests for clarification as well as implicit and explicit correct feedback. The 
author concluded that conversing with NSs in a chat room would provide NNSs “an 
authentic and purposeful cross-cultural experience” (p. 157). 
Iwasaki and Oliver (2003) investigated the provision and use of negative feedback 
between 12 dyads of NNS-NS of Japanese in an online chat program. The results showed 
that even though the percentage of NSs’ negative feedback to NNSs’ incomprehensible 
forms was lower than that reported in some previous studies conducted in a face-to-face 
setting, NSs did provide negative feedback, and NNSs also incorporated those feedbacks 
into their modified output. However, whether or not online chats would generate enough 
amount of negative feedback to assist SLA remains unanswered.  
Toyoda and Harrison (2002) examined negotiation of meaning between NNSs and NSs 
of Japanese in chat conversations that took place in an online virtual university campus. The 
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results showed that miscommunications did indeed elicit negotiation of meaning at word, 
sentence, and discourse levels between participants even when no particular communicative 
task was given. Additionally, the authors found that NNSs would not be made aware of 
some important language features for successful L2 development that had been ignored in 
language classrooms if they had not had the chance to make conversation with NSs of 
Japanese online. 
When comparing the interactional effects of NS-NNS and NNS-NNS dyads, mixed 
results were found. Some empirical studies showed that NS-NNS interactions produced 
more corrective feedback, negotiation of meaning, or modified output than NNS-NNS 
interactions (Mackey, Oliver, & Leeman, 2003; Porter, 1983), some showed the opposite 
results (Shehadeh, 1999; Varonis & Gass, 1985), and others showed no difference between 
them (Rulon & McCreary, 1986). 
Porter (1983) examined the frequency of interactions generated by NS-NNS and NNS-
NNS dyads and found that the interactions between NS-NNS dyads quantitatively exceeded 
those between NNS-NNS dyads. She suggested that NSs’ natural language advantage 
allowed them to direct NNSs’ attention to nontargetlike utterances. 
Along the same line, Varonis and Gass (1985) investigated conversational interactions 
between 4 NS-NS, 4 NS-NNS, and 14 NNS-NNS dyads. The results of their study showed 
that negotiation of meaning occurred more frequently in NNS-NNS dyads than in both NS-
NNS and NS-NS dyads. They explained that this result might be caused by the lack of 
shared background (language and proficiency) between learners in NNS-NNS dyads. 
Besides, because NNSs were using a foreign language to communicate, any 
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miscommunication could potentially be attributed to either one or both of the interlocutors; 
therefore, they would be more willing to respond to their interlocutors’ corrective feedback 
without feeling humiliated. They further suggested that even though the lack of shared 
background in NS-NNS dyads that would possibly lead to a comparable frequency of 
negotiation of meaning to NNS-NNS dyads, the unequal linguistic status between NSs and 
NNSs actually would discourage negotiation between them. They concluded the negotiated 
interaction between learners in NNS-NNS dyads is important for them because it provides 
them a “non-threatening forum” to build up their language competence and an opportunity 
to receive comprehensible input via negotiation (p. 87). 
Shehadeh (1999) investigated the NNSs’ ability to produce modified output based on 
comprehensible input of two communicative tasks between eight NS-NNS and eight NNS-
NNS dyads. The results showed that NNSs provided a higher percentage of other-initiated 
clarification requests to their NNS peers than NSs did to their NNS interlocutors even 
though no significant differences were found between them. In addition, the NNS-NNS 
dyads produced significantly more amount of modified comprehensible output than the NS-
NNS dyads. Shehadeh further contended that when NNSs in the NNS-NNS dyads has to 
cope with the pressure of producing comprehensible output for their peers, this interactional 
effect “stretches and exploits their IL capacity to the limit” (p. 658). 
Mackey, Oliver, and Leeman (2003) investigated the occurrence and incorporation of 
feedback in task-based interaction between 24 NS-NNS and 24 NNS-NNS dyads, in which 
half of them are adult dyads and the other half are child dyads. The results showed that in all 
dyads, negative feedback were provided by either NSs or NNSs to many of the problematic 
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utterances produced by their NNS peers. However, in adult dyads, NSs in NS-NNS dyads 
supplied significantly more negative feedback than NNSs did in NNS-NNS dyads. This 
finding is not consistent with that of some earlier studies, in which NNS-NNS interactions 
would generate more negotiated meaning than NS-NNS interactions (Gass & Varonis, 1994; 
Long & Porter, 1985; Polio & Gass, 1998; Varonis & Gasss, 1985). The authors argued that 
it was because the definition of negotiation of meaning was broader than just the provision 
of negative feedback in previous studies. They also argued that this finding seems to echo 
educators’ and students’ intuitions on dyadic interaction: Adult NSs would provide 
significantly more negative feedback than NNSs do to their interlocutors. Interestingly, 
although NSs in adult NS-NNS dyads supplied significantly more negative feedback than 
NNSs did in adult NNS-NNS dyads, NNSs had more opportunities to modify their output in 
response to the feedback of NNSs’ than NSs’. The authors explained that this might be due 
to (1) when NNSs did not possess access to the target forms, they had to count on their NNS 
peers to make their utterances comprehensible; (2) when NNSs did not have enough 
linguistic competence to decode or reformulate their NNS peers’ nontargetlike utterances, 
they would have to request for clarification more often; and (3) when NNSs’ were not 
confident enough to correct their NNS peers’ incomprehensible utterances, they would tend 
to draw out output modifications from their NNS interlocutors.  
Rulon and McCreary (1986) examined and compared free conversations between 
teacher-fronted (NS-NNS) and small-group (NNS-NNS) in an ESL classroom and found 
that there was only little difference between the two different settings in terms of the length 
and the degree of syntactic complexity of the learners’ talk. Besides, no differences were 
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found in the amount of informational content covered between these two settings, 
implicating that NNSs could benefit from interacting with each other as much as interacting 
with their NS teachers. Given that the NSs in the current study are pre-service teachers 
taking an ESL course, to some extent, they may play the role of language teachers since they 
may have a better command of language teaching and a higher level of pedagogical mindset 
than other NSs who have limited experience interacting with NNSs. 
William’s (2001) descriptive study explored language-related episodes (LREs) of 
classroom interaction in which there was incidental focus on form. The study also examined 
whether the item that was the focus in the LRE was used in subsequent production. The 
results indicated that in most cases, attention to form in the LRE was related to accurate 
performance on the test. Besides, even though some advanced NNSs may have native-like 
language proficiency, they still may lack the confidence and the ability to provide their NNS 
counterparts with comprehensive feedback in L2 all the time.  
In sum, the findings of the aforementioned studies have demonstrated that NNSs in 
both NS-NNS and NNS-NNS interactions do provide comprehensible input for their 
interlocutors, negotiate for meaning with their peers, and modify their output when non-
understanding occurs in both face-to-face and CMC contexts. Furthermore, as noted earlier, 
mixed results were found with regard to whether NS-NNS or NNS-NNS interactions would 
better promote negotiation of meaning. However, even though previous studies on CMC 
have shown that learners can benefit from interacting with their interlocutors to a certain 
extent, more research on the comparison of the interactional effects between NS-NNS and 
NNS-NNS dyads is needed. Therefore, the current research intended to fill this gap by 
 30
including both NS-NNS and NNS-NNS dyads in order to further examine and compare the 
interactional effects of these two dyadic types. 
NOTICING AND LANGUAGE ACQUISITION 
One of the most controversial issues in applied linguistics is the role of consciousness 
in SLA. Many believe that conscious learning of the target language is necessary if learners 
are to produce correct forms and use them appropriately (Schmidt, 1990). Others firmly 
believe that language learning is essentially unconscious (Krashen, 1981).  
Viewing learning as a conscious process, Schmidt (1990) identifies three aspects of 
consciousness involved in language learning: awareness, intention, and knowledge. The first 
aspect, consciousness as awareness, covers noticing. According to him, what learners notice 
in input is what becomes intake for learning, regardless of whether a learner deliberately 
attends to a linguistic form or not. Linguistic forms can serve as intake for language learning 
only if they are noticed by learners, and noticing is a necessary precondition for L2 
acquisition. This requirement of noticing is meant to apply equally to all aspects of language 
(lexicon, phonology, grammatical form, and pragmatics). Even though noticing is an internal 
and private process that can’t be observed directly (Schmidt, 1993), incidental learning is 
both possible and effective when a task requires learners to focus on what is to be learned. 
In an attempt to direct learners’ attention to form, Swain (1985) proposes the output 
hypothesis, in which output pushes learners to process language more deeply than does input. 
With output, a learner is in control. Students’ output would thus seem to contribute to their 
interlanguage development. The characteristics of output provide us with insights of the role 
of interaction for SLA (Swain, 1995). Output may promote noticing, which is important if 
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one believes in the noticing hypothesis. Output also promotes hypothesis testing because it 
has been argued that some errors which appear in learners’ written and spoken language 
demonstrate their hypotheses on how the target language is used and learners need to test 
those hypotheses by producing L2 virtually (Swain, 2000). Drawing on Swain’s (1995, 200) 
output hypothesis, Izumi’s (2002) experimental study explored the effects of output and 
visual input enhancement on 47 ESL learners’ acquisition of English relative clause and 
found that output facilitated learners to notice the formal elements in the input, to notice the 
gaps in their IL, and to integrate the target structure in their output. 
In sum, in order to move toward the target language, SLA research suggests that 
students must first focus on their own errors – what some researchers have described as 
noticing the gap (Schmidt, 1993; Swain, 1995, 2000). In other words, L2 learners must 
develop their own metalinguistic awareness in order to make a modification in their 
interlanguage (Blake, 2000). 
INCIDENTAL NOTICING IN A CLASSROOM SETTING 
The majority of the studies on incidental noticing in face-to-face setting are descriptive 
in nature (Ellis et al., 2001a, 2001b; Loewen, 2003a, 2004; Schmidt & Frota, 1986; William, 
1999, 2001). The earliest descriptive data appears to be that of Schmidt and Frota (1986), in 
which Schmidt analyzed his own acquisition of Portuguese by keeping a diary of what he 
had noticed through instruction and also recording his interactions with NSs. By comparing 
the two sources of data, they found a significant association between recorded instances of 
noticing in the form of diary entries and Schmidt’s use of linguistic forms. Williams’ (1999) 
study examined eight ESL learners (four dyads) at four levels of proficiency to determine 
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the extent to which learners could attend to form while interacting with each other. The 
results suggested that the degree and type of learner-generated attention to form was related 
to proficiency level and the nature of the activity in which the learners were engaged and 
that learners overwhelmingly chose to focus on lexical rather than grammatical issues. 
However, the study did not shed any light on learning outcomes of the forms that come into 
focus.  
Ellis et al.’s (2001a) study on incidental focus on form in a face-to-face classroom 
showed the following: there were 448 focus-on-form episodes (FFEs) with one FFE every 
1.6 minute, the great majority of the FFEs involved the negotiation of form as opposed to 
the negotiation of meaning, and the great majority of FFEs addressed lexical or grammatical 
problems. The authors further contended that such a high incidence of focus on form would 
not interfere with the communicative flow of the lessons because teachers and students 
appeared to be able to navigate in and out of focusing on aspects of the code while keeping 
the overall orientation to message intact. Along the same line, Loewen’s (2003a) study 
investigated 32 hours of meaning-focused lessons in 12 ESL classes with 118 students in 
order to compare the frequency and characteristics of incidental FFEs occurring in these 
classes. The results showed incidental focus on form occurred in all 12 classes, but it did not 
occur uniformly, ranging form 0 to 61 FFEs per student. After that, Loewen (2004) also 
investigated which characteristics of incidental focus on form predicted uptake and 
successful uptake by using the same data set. The results indicated that the characteristics, 
such as complexity, timing, and type of feedback, influenced both the production of uptake 
and its success. In addition, the regression results for uptake showed that complexity, timing, 
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and response constituted the best predictive model for both uptake and successful uptake. In 
addition, source, type, and emphasis appeared to be also the best predictive model for 
successful uptake. 
A few experimental studies have examined the effect of incidental focus-on-form on 
L2 learners’ subsequent language learning in a face-to-face setting (Loewen, 2002, 2004, 
2005). Among these studies, Loewen’s (2005) quasi-experimental study examined the 
effectiveness of incidental focus on form in promoting SLA by creating two tailor-made 
posttests. The results revealed that learners were able to recall the targeted linguistic 
information correctly or partially correctly nearly 60% of the time one day after the FFE, 
and 50% of the time two weeks later. Furthermore, uptake, successful uptake, complexity, 
and source were found to be significant predictors of correct test scores through logistic 
analyses. This study has brought incidental focus-on-form study to another level because the 
effects of incidental noticing on learners’ SLA were empirically examined through statistical 
analyses. In sum, the abovementioned studies suggest that incidental focus on form could be 
beneficial to learners, particularly if they incorporate the targeted linguistic items into their 
own production. As a result, the current study partially replicated Loewen’s (2005) research 
design, but moving the delivery medium from traditional classroom to a SCMC environment. 
INCIDENTAL NOTICING AND TEXT-BASED SYNCHORONOUS CMC 
Several studies have reported the advantages of CMC over face-to-face discussion for 
language learning because CMC can (a) amplify students’ attention to form (Warschauer, 
1997); (b) increase students’ L2 written production (Kern, 1995); (c) create a less stressful 
environment for L2 practice (Chun, 1994); (d) constitute a more equitable and non-
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threatening medium for L2 discussion, especially for women, minorities, and shy students 
(Beauvois, 1992; Kern, 1995; Warschauer, 1996); (e) offer L2 learners an additional 
exposure to native speakers (Kung, 2002); (f) elicit more lexically and syntactically complex 
utterance (Chun, 1994); (g) break both time and geographic constraints (Warschauer, 1997); 
(h) encourage a collaborative spirit among students (Beauvois, 1992); (i) balance the amount 
of topic initiation and total utterances between native and no-native speakers (Schwienhorst, 
2004); (j) serve as a bridge to improve students’ speaking through writing (Chun, 1994; 
Kern, 1995; Smith, 2003a, 2003b); (k) enable learners to revisit their L2 production in print 
at a later time for different purposes (Beauvois, 1992; Chapelle, 1998); and (l) allow learners 
more processing time while reading and typing messages (Smith, 2003a).   
However, only a few studies have investigated online incidental noticing in CMC (Lai 
& Zhao, 2006; Shekary & Tahririan, 2006; Tudini, 2007). Lai and Zhao’s (2006) study 
examined the effects of text-based discussion on noticing and learners’ interactional 
feedback among six mixed-proficiency dyads; each dyad worked on the same tasks, one via 
online chat and the other through face-to-face conversation. The results demonstrated that 
text-based online chat promoted noticing more than face-to-face conversations, especially in 
terms of learners’ noticing of their own linguistic mistakes. Furthermore, Shekary and 
Tahririan’s (2006) quasi-experimental study examined sixteen EFL learners’ online chats to 
determine the effects of noticing and its subsequent L2 learning through two tailor-made 
posttests on three test types: correction, suppliance, and spelling. The study revealed that the 
learners did focus on form and that the ratio of LREs far exceeded those reported in previous 
offline settings. The results of the posttests suggested the learners were able to correctly 
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recall the targeted forms 70% in the immediate posttest and 56.7% in the delayed posttest. 
Considering the distribution of the characteristics of the LREs, logistic regression analyses 
revealed that successful uptake was the most powerful predictor for all three test types, and 
timing was the second strongest predictor in the correction model.  
Studies on incidental noticing have investigated how negotiated interactions can 
facilitate L2 learners’ language acquisition on linguistic aspects. Few studies have 
investigated the effects of noticing on learners’ SLA with respect to pragmatic aspects of 
language.  
INTERLANGUAGE PRAGMATICS AND NOTICING 
The study of nonnative speakers’ use and acquisition of L2 pragmatic knowledge is 
referred to as interlanguage pragmatics (Kasper & Rose, 1999, p. 81). In order to understand 
the cognitive and interactional processes in pragmatic development, research has to examine 
how principles of second language learning and instruction can be adopted by interlanguage 
pragmatics. In answering this question, Kasper and Rose state that “while the general 
requirement of noticing is directly applicable, and a focus on form can be extended to 
conventions of means and form (the pragmalinguistic end of pragmatics), it is not clear how 
a focus on form and such instructional techniques as recasting might be translated to 
sociopragmatic information” (p. 97). 
Schmidt (1995) offers an example of noticing in pragmatics: 
                In pragmatics, awareness that on a particular occasion someone says to their 
interlocutor something like, I’m terribly sorry to bother you, but if you have time 
could you look at this problem?” is a matter of noticing. Relating the various 
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forms used to their strategic deployment in the service of politeness and 
recognizing their co-occurrence with elements of context such as social distance, 
power, level of imposition and so on, are all matters of understanding (p. 30). 
Simple exposure to sociolinguistically appropriate input is unlikely to be sufficient for 
second language acquisition of pragmatic competence because the pragmatic features are 
sometimes opaque or are defined differently by L2 learners (Bouton, 1994; Lyster, 1994). 
Thus, L2 learners may fail to experience noticing of crucial pragmatic issues for years. The 
fact that this does not seem to apply to the L1 acquisition can be attributed to the efforts that 
parents and other caregivers make in order to teach communicative competence to children 
(Schmidt, 1993). However, higher pragmatic awareness does not necessarily translate into 
appropriate pragmatic production, which implies that awareness alone is insufficient for the 
development of interlanguage pragmatics (Bardovi-Harlig & Dornyei, 1998). 
The study of interlanguage pragmatics has produced important empirical findings, 
primarily through the identification and comparison of speech act realization patterns in 
various languages based on data from both NSs and NNSs; in contrast, there has been little 
discussion of how pragmatic abilities are acquired in a second language (Fukuya & Zhang, 
2002; Schmidt, 1993; Rose, 2005). Takahashi’s (2005) qualitative study, for instance, 
examined the instructional effects in L2 pragmatics of 49 Japanese EFL learners’ noticing of 
target English request forms. Two groups, a form-comparison and a form-search, received 
different treatments with regard to the degree of awareness. The results indicated that during 
the treatment, the learners in the form-comparison group noticed the target request forms to 
a greater extent than those in the form-search group. Further, the learners’ higher awareness 
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of the target forms tended to ensure the emergence of these forms during their post-test 
performance.  
Fukuya and Zhang (2002) focused on the effects of recasting (i.e. implicit corrective 
feedback) on learning the speech act of request. The results showed that: (a) the 
experimental group used the target language forms significantly more often than the control 
group did; and (b) the experimental group used the grammatically correct target forms 
significantly more often than the control group. In the same vein, Martinez-Flor and Fukuya 
(2005) included recasts as a feature in the implicit group. The results showed that both the 
explicit and implicit group improved significantly in the post-test over the pre-test and 
significantly outperformed the control group in the post-test.  
All these findings support Schmidt’s (1990, 1993, 2001) noticing hypothesis. 
However, the majority of the studies on interlanguage pragmatics focuses on either Focus-
on-forms or planned focus-on-form, and they have shown that L2 learners can benefit from 
both explicit and implicit instructions (Fukuya & Zhang, 2002; Martinez-Flor & Fukuya, 
2005; Takahash, 2005). The only study, to the researcher’s knowledge, on incidental 
noticing of pragmatics in an online setting was conducted by Tudini (2007). She 
investigated whether L2 learners put into practice intercultural negotiation strategies in NS 
chat rooms. The results showed that NS chat rooms offered L2 learners opportunities to 
build up their intercultural communicative skills through negotiation of meaning. There 
were 37 (15.9%) intercultural negotiations out of 232 instances of negotiations. Tudini’s 
study evidences that under minimal methodological interventions, learners do notice limited 
pragmatic features incidentally while engaging in online meaning negotiation. 
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With respect to the dyadic types, the abovementioned studies on incidental noticing 
(Lai & Zhao, 2006; Shekary & Tahririan, 2006; Tudini, 2007) have used either NS-NNS 
dyads or NS-NNS dyads; none of them have included both dyadic groups. Also, no other 
studies have considered noticing of pragmatic aspects of language in online or face-to-face 
contexts, except for Tudini’s (2007) study. To address this gap in the literature, the current 
study aimed to investigate whether text-based online chat might lead to different levels of 
noticing and enhance Taiwanese English foreign language (EFL) learners’ acquisition of 
both linguistic and sociolinguistic layers in both NES-NNES and NNES-NNES dyads. 
RESEARCH QUESTIONS 
Investigating the potential of synchronous CMC to foster noticing and its 
effectiveness on L2 development entails the following research questions: 
1. Do learners in both NES-NNES and NNES-NNES dyads similarly notice the gap 
in their interlanguage during negotiation of meaning in the context of synchronous 
task-based negotiations?  
2. Do learners in both NES-NNES and NNES-NNES dyads similarly notice 
linguistic and pragmatic aspects of language during negotiation of meaning in the 
context of synchronous task-based negotiations? 
3. What effect, if any, does incidental noticing have on learners’ subsequent 
language learning within and across the NES-NNES and NNES-NNES dyads 
respectively?  
4. What characteristics of LREs best predict the learners’ L2 learning in a text-based 
CMC setting in the NES-NNES and NNES-NNES dyads respectively? 
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METHODOLOGY 
This quasi-experimental study focused on the naturally-occurring negotiation of 
meaning and the incidents of incidental noticing as well as its effect on SLA between two 
different types of dyads: NES-NNES and NNES-NNES dyads. 
Participants 
The study involved 60 participants (16 NES-NNES dyads and 14 NNES-NNES dyads) 
who were all students in their sophomore to senior year of college and were aged from 19 to 
23. All participants volunteered to participate in this study in order to partially fulfill course 
requirements. Sixteen NESs (one male and fifteen females) were all undergraduate pre-
service teachers and were taking an ESL methods course from a university in Texas. Out of 
156 students majoring in Applied Foreign Language who were all enrolled in three writing 
courses in a national university in Taiwan, forty-four NNESs (nine males and thirty-five 
females) were selected based on their proficiency test scores. Learners’ English proficiency 
was measured by the intermediate level Reading and Writing portions of General English 
Proficiency Test (GEPT),3 with a mean of 48/100 and a SD of 13.2. Given that prior 
research has shown that learners engage in more negotiation of meaning in mixed-proficient 
dyads than in same-proficient dyads (Iwashita, 2001; Porter, 1986; Varonis & Gass, 1985), 
learners of two different proficiency levels were selected, in which the 22 lowest scoring 
students were defined as being at the low-intermediate level whereas the 22 highest scoring 
                                                 
3 GEPT is the most widely accepted English language testing measurement in Taiwan, and most of the 
universities in Taiwan have been using students’ GEPT scores as an indication of students’ English proficiency 
or even a criterion for graduation. There are three levels of the GEPT available, including beginning, 
intermediate, and advanced levels. The reasons that the current study decided to employ the intermediate level 
of the GEPT were based on the researcher’s observations of the EFL participants’ English proficiency, the EFL 
instructor’s recommendation, and level of difficulty of the test.  
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students were considered as advanced.4 Eight low-intermediate NNESs and eight advanced 
NNESs were randomly selected from the entire participant pool to be paired with the 16 
NESs to form the 16 NES-NNES dyads; the remaining 14 low-intermediate and 14 
advanced NNESs were then randomly paired with each other to form the 14 NNES-NNES 
dyads.  
Treatment  
All of the dyads were asked to engage in online text-based chats through MSN Instant 
Messenger, free software available on the Microsoft webpage, for around 60 minutes per 
week in an eight-week span (see Table 1).  
TABLE 1 
Timeline and Stages of the Treatment 
Timeline Stages 
Week 1 Orientation 
Week 2-3 Ice-breaking activity 
Week 4-6 Jigsaw task 
Week 7-9 Decision-making task 
Week 10 Immediate posttest 
Week 13 Delayed posttest 
 
To ensure that all participants were comfortable using computers, the first week was 
the orientation, in which the participants received detailed information and requirements for 
participating in this study. Following the orientation, the next two weeks were used for ice-
breaking and rapport-building. Rapport-building between peers is important because it has 
the potential effect to “enhance learning, motivate learners, and reduce learner anxiety” 
(Jiang & Ramasy, 2005, p. 47). After knowing each other to a certain degree, each dyad 
                                                 
4 It should be noted that the low-intermediate and the advanced levels were categorized by the learners’ scores 
of the intermediate level of the GEPT rather than the results of administering different levels of the GEPT on 
the learners.  
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started two communicative tasks that required information exchange and negotiation of 
meaning. One way of provoking students to realize the gaps in their interlanguage is asking 
them to negotiate meaning through communicative task-based activities because during this 
process, students usually notice their linguistic deficiencies, including lexical, grammatical, 
phonological, semantic, or pragmatic in nature (Blake, 2000). In the present study, the two 
tasks, including jigsaw and decision-making, were drawn and modified from Chen (2008).5 
With the jigsaw task, the participants possess different pieces of a puzzle needed for a 
solution and therefore must work collaboratively to converge on a single outcome; with the 
decision-making task, the participants have equal access to all relevant facts but are not 
necessarily forced to converge on any common solution (Pica, Kanagy, & Falodun, 1993). 
The first treatment lasted from weeks 4 to 6 (jigsaw task), and the second from weeks 7 to 9 
(decision-making task) (see Appendix A & B).  
Coding Procedures  
The coding procedures included, first of all, the identification of LREs in the learners’ 
chat logs and then the identification of the characteristics of the LREs. Each step is 
illustrated in detail as follows: 
1. Identifying Linguistic-related Episodes (LREs): LREs are mini-dialogues, in which 
learners, either explicitly or implicitly, ask or talk about language or question their own 
or/and interlocutors’ language use (Swain, 2000; Swain & Lapkin, 1998). 
 
                                                 
5 The only modification to Chen’s (2008) study was the inclusion of more pictures in the jigsaw task. Since 
Chen’s study only included NES-NNES dyads, a set of Chinese pictures was for the NNESs and another set of 
western pictures for NESs. However, since the current study included both NES-NNES and NNES-NNES 
dyads, some pictures of the well-known western figures, such as Martin Luther King and Michael Jackson, 
were added to the set of western pictures. 
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TABLE 2 
Characteristics of LREs 
Characteristics Definition Categories 
Type  When an LRE is 
instigated 
Reactive: Error correction  
Preemptive: Learner-initiated query  
Linguistic focus Linguistic target Grammar/Vocabulary /Spelling/Pragmaticsa 
Source The reason to 
instigate an LRE 
Code: Inaccurate use of linguistic item with no apparent 
miscommunication 
Message: Problem understanding meaning 
Complexity Length  Simple: Only one response move 
Complex: More than one response move 
Directness Explicitness of the 
feedback 
Indirect: Implicit (e.g., recast, clarification request, or 
repetition) 
Direct: Explicit (e.g., metalingual explanation) 
Emphasis Combination of 
complexity and 
directness 
Light: Indirect and simple 
Heavy: Direct, complex, or both 
Response Type of feedback 
provided by the 
peer 
Provision: A participant gives information about a 
language form by using a recast or an inform (e.g., a 
definition, an example, an explanation, or signaling the 
problem). 
Elicitation: A participant attempts to draw out from 
NNES a language form or information about a language 
form (e.g., clarification request, repetition, or prompt). 
Timing When the response 
occurs 
Immediate: The feedback occurs in the turn following 
the trigger.  
Deferred: The feedback occurs more than one turn after 
the trigger occurred 
Uptake NNS response to 
feedback 
Uptake: NNES acknowledges or produces the linguistic 
information provided in the response.  
No uptake: NNES produces no response 
Successful uptake Quality of student 
response 
Successful uptake: NNES incorporates linguistic 
information into production. 
Unsuccessful uptake: NNES does not incorporate 
linguistic information into production. 
Modified from Loewen (2005, p. 376). 
 
a The only difference between the current study and Loewen (2005) in the characteristics of LREs is in the 
“linguistic focus.” In the current study, pragmatics-related LREs were also investigated in the coding 
process since this study involved participants from different cultures and no study to date has 
investigated the relationship between incidental noticing of pragmatics and L2 learners’ subsequent 
learning in a SCMC setting. 
 
The LREs have been used for assessing noticing and its effect on learners’ subsequent 
SLA (Loewen, 2005; Shekary & Tahririan, 2006; Swain; Williams, 2001). Each LRE 
consists of three discourse moves: trigger, response, and uptake (optional), and it starts when 
 43
the conversation is temporarily switched from focus-on-meaning to focus-on-form and ends 
when either the topic changes back to focus on meaning or a different linguistic form 
(Loewen, 2005). The following incidents were not coded as the occurrences of LREs, 
including: (1) when a problem was raised during discussion, but the problem was not related 
to linguistic or sociolinguistic form (i.e. grammar, vocabulary, spelling, or pragmatics); (2) 
when a linguistic error occurred, but the participants failed to or did not address it for 
whatever reason; and (3) when learners corrected their errors by themselves. 
2. Identify the Characteristics of the LREs: All of the LREs identified were then coded 
into ten potentially influential characteristics for L2 learning, suggested by Loewen (2002, 
2004, 2005) (see Table 2). 
An example of the coding scheme is illustrated in Table 3. The NNES didn’t 
understand the word devastating produced by the NES and asked for further explanation. 
Because the NNES raised a question, the type of the LRE was coded as preemptive. 
Meanwhile, because the LRE focused on the word devastating, the linguistic focus is 
vocabulary. In message-related LREs, the NNES used language as a tool in the sense that 
the linguistic item devastating being negotiated was needed in order to keep the 
conversation going. Therefore, it is a message-related LRE. Also, the LRE contains both 
multiple responses and uptake moves, so it is classified as complex. The NES’ responses 
involved explicit explanation, which makes it a direct LRE. Complex, direct responses 
might make LREs much more salient than simple, indirect responses. Since this LRE is both 
complex and direct, a heavy emphasis is assumed. In addition, the NES’ responses involved 
the provision of explicit information, and the feedback provided by the NES occurred in the 
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turn following the trigger, so the timing of the LRE is immediate. Finally, the NNES 
acknowledged and incorporated linguistic information provided in the response into 
production. So, it is considered an instance of both uptake and successful uptake. 
TABLE 3 
Example of Coding Scheme  
Episode A23 Characteristics 
Category 
Type  Preemptive      
Linguistic focus Vocabulary   
Source  Message 
Complexity  Complex 
Directness  Direct 
Emphasis  Heavy 
Response Provision 
Timing Immediate 
Uptake Uptake     
NES: I know natural disasters can be devastating. I can not 
imagine losing my house or my possessions to a  
disaster. 
NNES: Can you explain "devastating" to me? I don't  
             understand..  
NES: Devastating means that you are really sad about 
something. For example, if something bad happened, 
like you lost your home to a natural disaster or if 
somebody really close to you passed away, you would 
be devastated.  
NNES: I see. Thank you. 
NNS: You feel extreme grief and sadness when you are 
          devastated. 
NNS: Great! I am glad you are asking questions about 
  vocabulary! 
NNES: There was flooding in September in some of my 
 classmates' hometown. I think it is very devastating. 
Successful 
uptake 
Successful     
 
Posttests and Test Items  
After the LREs were identified, two individualized tailor-made posttests (immediate 
and delayed) relating to the linguistic and sociolinguistic items targeted in each LRE were 
created, and the NNSs who were responsible for triggering the specific LREs were tested for 
those items. Thus, the number of the test questions for each dyad in each posttest varied 
from one another. These posttests were used as an index of subsequent learning during 
negotiation of meaning. In order to ensure that the test items of the immediate posttest 
would not affect the learners’ responses to the delayed posttest, it was not appropriate to use 
the same items triggered in the LREs for both posttests. As a result, for each learner, a half 
of the total test items were randomly assigned to the immediate posttest items, and another 
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half to the delayed posttest items. With regard to the timing of administering delayed 
posttests, previous experimental studies on incidental noticing vary greatly; some have no 
delayed posttests at all (Branden, 1997; Ellis et al., 2001a, 2001b; Lai & Zhao, 2006; 
Loewen, 2003a,2004; Murphy, 2002; Williams, 1999;), and most of them administer their 
delayed posttests in a certain number of days after the treatment, ranging from one to 14 
days (Loewen, 2002, 2003b, 2005; Loewen & Philp, 2006; Williams, 2001). In order to 
increase the reliability of the claims made on the long-term effect of incidental noticing on 
L2 learning, the current study administered the immediate posttest one week after the 
treatment and the delayed posttest three weeks after the immediate posttest.   
Both posttests were administered in the learners’ regular classroom in written forms. 
The test items were constructed as closely as possible based on the LREs. In addition, four 
templates, Suppliance, Correction, Spelling, and Pragmatics, were developed (see Table 4).  
Suppliance. Suppliance (vocabulary) tests were used primarily for LREs related to 
vocabulary and required learners to provide linguistic information about a word or phrase 
based on the original contexts in the corresponding LREs. 
Correction. In correction (grammar) tests, learners were asked to rewrite or correct the 
ungrammatical sentences that they had produced in the LREs. 
Spelling. In spelling tests, learners were asked to choose the correct spelling of the 
words that they failed to spell correctly in the LREs. 
Pragmatics. In this test, learners were asked to provide the appropriate 
pragmalingusitc word, phrase, or discourse related to sociolinguistic concepts that they had 
produced inappropriately or encountered difficulties with during the LREs. The NESs’ 
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responses/answers for those corresponding pragmatics-related LREs were used as the 
baseline data.6 
TABLE 4 
Sample of Test Types and the Corresponding LREs 
Test Type Test Item Corresponding LRE 
Suppliance What does the word 
“devastating” mean in the 
following sentence? “Natural 
disasters can be devastating.” 
See the example in Table 3. 
Correction The following sentence is 
incorrect or inappropriate. 
Rewrite/correct it: “I am sorry 
for let you wait.” 
NNES: I am sorry for let you wait. 
NES: It's not a problem. I thought maybe we had 
lost our connection or something. 
NES: letting, not let 
Spelling Please choose the correct 
spelling for the following blank: 
I think we already finished our 
topic. I'm      to chat with you. 
(A) greatful (B) grateful (C) 
gretful (D) gretiful 
NNES: I think we already finished our topic. I'm 
greatful to chat with you.  
NES: should be grateful 
NNES: Oh, thank you. I am grateful to talk with 
you. 
NNS: me too 
Pragmatics Please rewrite the following 
inappropriate sentence:  
“A student says to his professor: 
I have a paper due tomorrow, 
and I would like you to check 
this paper for me.”  
NNES: I have a paper due tomorrow. I would like 
you to check it for me. Is that okay? 
NES: Sure, just send it to me. 
NES: When you are asking somebody to do you a 
favor, you probably want to say it more politely. In 
this case, you can use “I wonder if…” instead of “I 
would like..” 
NNES: oh, I didn’t know that. I am so sorry. 
NES: that’s fine. Don’t worry.  
 
Scoring of Test Items 
The scoring criteria were adopted from Loewen (2005). Learners’ responses to the test 
items were scored as (a) Correct: if the learner produced a response that correctly matched 
the targeted linguistic or sociolinguistic item in the LRE; (b) Partially correct: if the learner 
produced a response that improved on the targeted linguistic or sociolinguistic error in some 
                                                 
6 As noted earlier, in the present study, since the pragmatic test items were completely based on the LREs that 
each student was responsible for during the negotiation, the baseline data for measuring each L2 learners’ 
interlanguage pragmatics could be assumed to be coming from only one source of input—each EFL learner’s 
respective partner. 
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way but was still not totally accurate; and (c) Incorrect: if the learner did not correctly 
produce the linguistic or sociolinguistic item in the LRE.  
Data Analysis 
All inferential statistics in the current study were performed by using SPSS 15.0. To 
answer the first research question, descriptive statistics for the occurrence of LREs of all 
dyads were calculated. After that, an independent two-sample t-test was used to test if there 
was significant difference between the NES-NNES and NNES-NNES dyads in the average 
amount of LREs they produced. 
To answer the second research question, the distribution of linguistic (grammar, 
vocabulary, and spelling) and pragmatic-related LREs were calculated and compared for 
both NES-NNES and NNES-NNES dyads.  
To answer the third research question, the distribution of tested LREs for each dyad 
was calculated. Chi-square analyses were used to reveal whether there were any significant 
differences between the frequency of LREs and the correct test responses for both the 
immediate and delayed tests in the NES-NNES and NNES-NNES dyads respectively. In 
order to compare if there was any significant difference between the test responses of the 
NES-NNES and NNES-NNES dyads in immediate test, delayed test, and the combination of 
both posttests, another three chi-square analyses were implemented across the two dyadic 
types. The significance level for all of the chi-square tests was set at alpha = .05. Adjusted 
standardized residuals of greater than the magnitude of 2.0 were used to serve as the 
threshold for identifying if there were any significant differences of the data examined. 
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To answer the fourth research question, multiple logistic regression analyses were 
administered on both NES-NNES and NNES-NNES dyads separately in order to uncover 
the best model to describe the relationship between the dependent variable (test responses) 
and independent variables (the 10 characteristics of LREs). Each independent variable was 
added to the logistic regression equation one by one, and each step added the variable that 
would result in the greatest change to the model. If an independent variable did not make a 
significant contribution to the model, it was excluded. The procedure selected the most 
significant variables until there were no more independent variables in the data set (Hosmer 
& Lemeshow, 2000).  
TABLE 5 
Binary Variables of Logistic Regression  
Variable Value=0 Value=1 
Test score Incorrect Correct 
Type  Reactive Preemptive 
Linguistic focus a --  -- 
Source Code Message 
Complexity Simple Complex 
Directness Direct Indirect 
Emphasis Light Heavy 
Response Provision Elicitation 
Timing Immediate Deferred 
Uptake No uptake Uptake 
Successful uptake Unsuccessful uptake Successful uptake 
a Not reducible to a binary distinction. 
An alpha level of .05 was set for stepwise regression in the present study, which is 
more stringent than the .15 set in Loewen (2005) and Shekary and Tahririan (2006). Because 
logistic regression analysis is only feasible for binary dependent variables, this study 
combined partially correct and correct test responses because both categories reflected 
learning in some degree. By doing this, the originally trichotomous coding categories for the 
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test responses (correct, partially correct, and incorrect) become binary categories. As for the 
independent variables, even though logistic regression analysis does allow for 
polychotomous independent variables, the interpretation of exponentiation of the Beta—exp 
(B)—is problematic for more than two categories (Loewen, 2005; Shekary & Tahririan, 
2006). Exp (B) is the parameter of interest in logistic regression analysis because it estimates 
how much more likely it is for an outcome to occur among variables with value (1) than 
those with value (0). For example, if the dependent variable (test response) is coded as 0 = 
incorrect and 1 = correct, and independent variable of complexity (coded as 0 = simple and 1 
= complex) has exp (B) of 3, then the correct response is three times more likely to occur in 
complex LREs than in simple LREs in the data set. Thus, for the sake of the interpretation of 
the results, the independent variables were also made as binary in the current study (see 
Table 5). Loewen’s (2005) and Shekary & Tahririan’s (2006) studies were chosen for 
comparison because no other study has used logistic regression to identify which 
characteristics of LREs could best predict learners’ learning outcome.  
Reliability of Coding 
The researcher of the present study coded all of the LREs first. To estimate the 
reliability of the coding of the LREs, a colleague, who was trained by the researcher, coded 
50% of the LREs and the NNESs’ test responses on both posttests. Then, the kappa 
coefficients for both LREs and posttests coding were calculated (k = .95). In order to ensure 
the construct reliability of the test items, two trained EFL instructors reviewed all test items 
based on the related LREs. When any disagreement occurred, both of them negotiated to 
reach an agreement on the problematic LREs. As a result, around four percent of the total 
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test items were left out of the posttests because the disagreement between the two raters on 
the appropriateness of the test items remained unresolved.  
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
Research Question One  
The first research question was intended to discover the occurrence of the learners’ 
noticing in a SCMC setting, i.e. to examine if learners in both NES-NNES and NNES-
NNES dyads similarly notice the gap in their interlanguage during negotiation of meaning in 
the context of synchronous task-based negotiations.   
 The distribution of the LREs. The distribution of the LREs for each dyad is reported in 
Table 6. The 30 dyads produced 828 LREs in total (with a mean of 27.6 and a SD of 10.92). 
Among them, the 16 NES-NNES dyads produced a total of 485 LREs (with a mean of 30.31 
and a SD of 12.11) and the 14 NNES-NNES dyads produced a total of 343 LREs (with a 
mean of 24.5 and a SD of 8.79) in the text-based chats over an eight-week span.  
As shown above, the NES-NNES dyads produced higher number of LREs compared to 
the NNES-NNES dyads (485 vs. 343). A possible explanation could be that while 
conversing with NSs, NNSs might be more likely to test their hypothesis and ask for 
feedback because they believe NSs are the optimal models on language use (Swain, 1998, 
2000).  
An independent two-sample t-test was used to test if there was a significant difference 
between the NES-NNES and NNES-NNES dyads in the average amount of LREs they 
produced. The result showed that there were no significant differences in this respect (p 
= .149, α = .05). 
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TABLE 6 
Frequency of LREs of NES-NNES and NNES-NNES Dyads 
Dyadic Type Dyads # Total LREs 
Rate of LREs per 
Minute 
LREs per 10000 
Words 
Dyad 1 35   0.05 46.55 
Dyad 2 30 0.06 32.55 
Dyad 3 32 0.06 45.53 
Dyad 4 48 0.06 47.19 
Dyad 5 38 0.06 43.12 
Dyad 6 16 0.02 26.13 
Dyad 7 18 0.04 18.38 
Dyad 8 37 0.06 29.55 
Dyad 9 13 0.02 19.28 
Dyad 10 28 0.05 28.30 
Dyad 11 49 0.08 40.33 
Dyad 12 44 0.10 34.60 
Dyad 13 32 0.07 28.90 
Dyad 14 11 0.02 10.10 
Dyad 15 18 0.04 15.07 
Dyad 16 36 0.08 31.29 
Total 485   
NES-NNES   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Average 30.31 0.05 31.05 
Dyad 1 37 0.05 16.82 
Dyad 2 20 0.04 30.87 
Dyad 3 29 0.06 35.20 
Dyad 4 39 0.05 29.93 
Dyad 5 17 0.03 17.05 
Dyad 6 13 0.03 24.97 
Dyad 7 11 0.02 13.70 
Dyad 8 26 0.04 19.80 
Dyad 9 24 0.03 17.84 
Dyad 10 25 0.03 28.97 
Dyad 11 22 0.03 14.26 
Dyad 12 15 0.02 22.89 
Dyad 13 32 0.04 24.66 
Dyad 14 33 0.03 34.20 
Total 343   
NNES-NNES 
 
Average 24.5 0.04 23.62 
 
It means that both types of dyads can generate similar amount of LREs during the two-
way text-based communicative tasks, implicating that NNESs could benefit from interacting 
with each others to a comparable level as with the NESs. In other words, our result suggests 
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that NNSs can benefit from interacting with both NSs and NNSs. NSs have some advantages, 
and NNSs have some others.  
Previous literature has endorsed the importance of both NS-NNS and NNS-NNS 
interactions. The importance of NNS-NNS interactions, as an example, has been evidenced 
in Varonis and Gass (1985), in which negotiation of meaning occurred more frequently in 
NNS-NNS dyads than in both NS-NNS and NS-NS dyads. They concluded that NNS-NNS 
interactions provide them a “non-threatening forum” to build up their language competence 
and an opportunity to receive comprehensible input via negotiation (p. 87). On the other 
hand, Porter (1983) has empirically proved that NS-NNS interactions have some advantages 
over NNS-NNS interactions. She examined the frequency of interactions generated by NS-
NNS and NNS-NNS dyads and found that the interactions between NS-NNS dyads 
quantitatively exceeded those between NNS-NNS dyads. She further suggested that NSs’ 
natural language advantage allowed them to direct NNSs’ attention to nontargetlike 
utterances. This suggests the inclusion of NSs in the task-based interaction is deemed 
important and beneficial because NSs may have a natural advantage in terms of their 
procedural knowledge about how to use their own variety of the target language and how to 
behave appropriately in the target culture (Pasternak & Bailey, 2004). In other words, NSs 
may play an important role in providing negative and positive linguistic evidence and in 
calling the learner’s attention to it (Williams, 2001). 
 Frequency of LREs of NES-NNES and NNES-NNES dyads. The rate of LREs per 
minute was calculated because each dyad engaged in different amounts of time during the 
treatment period. As shown in Table 6, the rate of LREs ranges from .02 to .10 for the NES-
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NNES dyads and .02 to .06 for the NNES-NNES dyads. The rates of LREs for both dyadic 
types in the current study are very close to that of Shekary and Tahririan (2006), which is 
reported to range from .01 to .15, but lower than those reported in Lyster (1998) and Ellis et 
al. (2002). However, the difference may be contributed to the characteristics of different 
mediums. Both Lyster’s and Ellis et al.’s studies were conducted in a face-to-face (oral) 
interaction in a classroom setting, whereas the current study and Shekary and Tahririan’s 
(2006) study were conducted in a two-way dyadic task-based online (written) interaction. 
Because the same amounts of time in these two different settings do not result in the same 
amounts of talk (Shekary & Tahririan, 2006), one can not conclude that face-to-face settings 
are more effective than online SCMC settings in promoting noticing based on the ratio of 
LREs per minute. 
As a result, in order to allow comparison of the study results with other studies in 
different settings, the ratio of LREs to the total amount of the words generated by each dyad 
was also calculated. As illustrated in Table 6, the ratio of LREs per 10,000 words ranged 
from 10.10 to 47.19 (with a mean of 31.05) for the NES-NNES dyads and 13.70 to 35.20 
(with a mean of 23.62) for the NNES-NNES dyads. These results showed that the ratio of 
LREs to amount of talk was higher for NES-NNES dyads compared to the NNES-NNES 
dyads. 
Compared with two previous studies, the ratio of LREs to amount of talk in the current 
study are lower than that (56.78 to 136.98) of Shekary and Tahririan’s (2006), but much 
higher than that (1.46 to 2.50) of William’s (1999). The discrepancies between the current 
study and the two other studies could be related to different issues. The participants in 
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Shekary and Tahririan’s (2006) study engaged in the online interaction in a computer lab of 
the same language institute; under such a highly controlled setting, their learners would be 
more likely to fully devote a higher level of cognitive load and attention to the negotiated 
interaction with their peers when compared to the participants in the current study, who 
engaged in the two tasks mostly at home, a non-controlled and relaxed environment. 
Furthermore, the NES-NNES participants had to overcome a 14-hour’s time difference. 
Consequently, it was very difficult to completely control their amount of talk, the duration 
of online negotiation, and technological competence. On the other hand, the reason that the 
ratios of LREs to the amount of words in the current study is much higher than those of 
William’s (1999) study may be contributed to the distinctive characteristics of SCMC over 
the oral interactions, as discussed in previous sections. Even though a statistically significant 
result was not found in this part of noticing, our findings suggest that the dyadic form of NS-
NNS has some advantages over that of NNS-NNS in facilitating noticing in text-based 
online chat. Learners in the NS-NNS dyads not only had more instances of LREs, but also 
generated more LREs per 10,000 words and had a higher ratio of LREs per minute. 
Research Question Two 
The second research question entails the examination of the distribution of linguistic- 
and pragmatic-related LREs in the two types of dyads, i.e. to see if learners in both NES-
NNES and NNES-NNES dyads similarly notice linguistic and pragmatic aspects of language 
during negotiation of meaning in the context of synchronous task-based negotiations. The 
distribution of linguistic- and pragmatic-related LREs are shown in Figure 1. 
As noted, besides grammar, vocabulary, and spelling, the pragmatic aspect of 
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language was also investigated in the current study. According to Schmidt’s (1990) noticing 
hypothesis, linguistic forms can serve as intake for language learning only if they are noticed 
by learners, and noticing is a necessary condition for L2 acquisition; this requirement of 
noticing is meant to apply equally to all aspects of language (lexicon, phonology, 
grammatical form, and pragmatics). When dividing the data set into the targeted linguistic 
(grammar, vocabulary, spelling) and sociolinguistic (pragmatic) features in the current study 
(see Figure 1), only 1.6% (8 out of 485) of the total LREs were pragmatic-related in the 
NES-NNES dyads and .3% (1 out of 343) in the NNES-NNES dyads, i.e., the learners of 
both dyads overwhelmingly focused on the lexical and grammatical issues during the 
negotiated meaning rather than the pragmatic aspects of language. Therefore, the answer to 
the second research question is no. 
FIGURE 1 
The Distribution of Linguistic- and Pragmatic-related LREs 
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This finding is consistent with Bardovi-Harlig and Dornyei’s (1998) experimental 
study, in which EFL learners and their teachers consistently identified and ranked 
grammatical errors as more serious than pragmatic errors, and ESL learners and their 
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teachers showed the opposite pattern. This finding supports the notion that teaching 
pragmatic knowledge tends be neglected in EFL contexts at the expense of overly 
emphasizing grammatical accuracy. 
FIGURE 2 
Examples of Pragmatics-related LREs 
 
Example 1 (politeness):  
NNES 1: Can I borrow your book tomorrow? 
NNES 2: If you want to make some request[s]. It’s more polite, if you use could instead of can 
NNES 1: hum~ 
NNES 1: I see. 
 
Example 2 (distance):  
NNES: should I say hello or hey to my classmate 
NES:  say hey 
NES:  because its a peer 
NES:  someone your age 
NNES: hmm? 
 
Example 3 (formality):  
NNES: I’ll be really thankful for your help. 
NES:  I would probably say something in terms of “Thank you soooo much!” 
NES:  more casual conversation 
NNES: m 
NES:  does that help? 
NES:  a little? 
NNES: YES!! A LOT. 
 
Example 4 (directness): 
NNES: now I do really need some help because I am now planning the annual dance  
 party 
NES:  start the sentence with what you want to say not now 
NES:  example: 
NES:  I really need some help. 
NES:  or “I am planning the annual dance party” 
NES:  not I am now planning the annual dance party. 
NNES: aww, say it directly! 
NES:  yes 
 
Examining the targeted pragmatic features negotiated in those eight LREs in the NES-
NNES dyads showed that various issues related to pragmatics were addressed, including 
four LREs on politeness, two on formality, one on distance, one on directness; the only 
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pragmatic LRE in the NNES-NNES dyads was about politeness. A few examples are shown 
in Figure 2. 
Given that the NES-NNES dyads produced more pragmatic-related LREs than the 
NNES-NNES dyads (8 vs. 1), this implicates that NESs may be more sensitive to their 
interlocutors’ pragmatic performance than the learners in the NNES-NNES dyads. This 
indicates the importance of offering NNSs legitimate access to NSs because most of the EFL 
classrooms are test-driven and tend to emphasize micro-level grammatical competence at the 
expense of macro-level pragmatic appropriateness (Bardovi-Harlig & Dornyei, 1998). EFL 
learners have limited access to communicative opportunities with NSs and usually lack 
pragmatic awareness. In a SCMC environment, Tudini (2003) examined the negotiation of 
meaning and modification of output raised from the interaction between NNSs-NSs of 
Italian in a NS chat room. The results showed that an online chat room could potentially 
facilitate SLA, and conversing with NSs in a chat room would provide NNSs “an authentic 
and purposeful cross-cultural experience” (p. 157). 
Finally, the small number of pragmatic-related LREs in the current study implicates 
that simple exposure to the target language is insufficient because pragmatic functions and 
relevant contextual factors are often not salient to learners, and it is very difficult for L2 
learners to notice or even pick up the pragmatic norms by themselves without directing their 
attention to form (Matsumura, 2003; Takahashi, 2005). As Schmidt (1993) argues, attention 
to “linguistic forms, functional meanings, and the relevant contextual features” is necessary 
for pragmatic learning to occur” (p. 35). On the other hand, Tudini’s (2007) study on NS-
NNS interaction in a chat room has evidenced that learners did notice some limited 
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pragmatic features incidentally while engaging in online meaning negotiation, which echoes 
LoCastro’s (2003) contention that “It is through target language interactions that the learner 
acquires comprehensible input, not only grammatical and lexical, but also input on how to 
enact speech acts, carry out redressive action, and show deference successfully for the L2 
target community” (p. 292).  
Therefore, in order to induce more pragmatic noticing in both NS-NNS and NNS-
NNS interactions, it may be essential to have learners engage in communicative tasks that 
are more conducive to negotiation of meaning on pragmatic aspects of language. 
Research Question Three 
The third research question is intended to find out whether learners could grasp and 
retain the forms they noticed during the online negotiation of meaning, i.e. to examine what 
effect, if any, does incidental noticing have on learners’ subsequent language learning within 
and across the NES-NNES and the NNES-NNES dyads respectively.  
The distribution of the tested and untested LREs. First, the distribution of tested LREs 
for each dyad is shown in Table 7. A total of 731 LREs (out of 828) were tested for all dyads, 
with 455 tested LREs in the NES-NNES dyads and 276 tested LREs in the NNES-NNES 
dyads. Moreover, there were 97 untested LREs out of the grand total of 828 LREs (11.7%) 
because either the participants failed to or did not solve the problem raised in the LREs or 
the raters failed to reach an agreement on the appropriateness of the test items.  
It is worth noting that the ratio of the untested LREs to the total LREs in the NES-
NNES dyads (n = 30, i.e. 6%) appeared to be much lower than the NNES-NNES dyads (n = 
67, i.e. 20%). One possible explanation for the discrepancy in the ratio of the untested LREs 
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between the two dyadic types could be that since NSs are considered as authorities of the 
target language, more LREs lead to agreement than the negotiation of meaning between 
NNSs.  
TABLE 7 
Tested Language-Related Episodes of NES-NNES and NNES-NNES Dyads 
NES-NNES 
Dyad 
Immediate 
Test LREs 
Delayed Test 
LREs 
Total 
Tested 
Total 
untested 
Total 
LREs 
Percent 
Tested 
1 17 17 34 1 35 97% 
2 14 14 28 2 30 93% 
3 16 16 32 0 32 100% 
4 24 24 48 0 48 100% 
5 18 17 35 3 38 92% 
6 8 7 15 1 16 94% 
7 9 8 17 1 18 94% 
8 16 17 33 4 37 89% 
9 7 6 13 0 13 100% 
10 13 13 26 2 28 93% 
11 21 21 42 7 49 86% 
12 19 19 38 6 44 86% 
13 15 14 29 3 32 90% 
14 6 5 11 0 11 100% 
15 9 9 18 0 18 100% 
16 18 18 36 0 36 100% 
Total 230 225 455 30 485 94% 
NNES-NNES 
Dyad 
Immediate 
Test 
Delayed Test Total 
Tested 
Total 
untested 
Total 
LREs 
Percent 
Tested 
1 14 13 27 10 37 73% 
2 8 7 15 5 20 75% 
3 14 13 27 2 29 93% 
4 17 17 34 5 39 87% 
5 7 6 13 4 17 76% 
6 6 5 11 2 13 85% 
7 5 4 9 2 11 81% 
8 13 12 25 1 26 96% 
9 11 11 22 2 24 92% 
10 11 10 21 4 25 84% 
11 11 10 21 1 22 95% 
12 6 6 12 3 15 80% 
13 11 10 21 11 32 68% 
14 9 9 18 15 33 55% 
Total 143 133 276 67 343 80% 
Grand Total 373 358 731 97 828 88% 
 
In order to examine if there were any significant differences of the unsolved LREs due 
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to the learners’ inability to resolve a (socio)linguistic problem between the two dyadic types, 
any untested LREs which originated from the disagreement between the two test raters were 
excluded before a chi-square analysis was employed. The results showed that there were 
statistically significant differences between the two types of dyads in terms of the ratio 
between the total solved LREs and unsolved LREs, with X2(2, n = 731) = 34.61, p = .00. 
One possible explanation could be the lower language competence and confidence within 
the NNES- NNES dyads. Even though some advanced NNSs may have native-like language 
proficiency, they still may lack the confidence and the ability to provide their NNS 
counterparts with comprehensive feedback in L2 all the time (William, 2001). 
On the contrary, it is natural for NSs to see themselves as the language role models to 
provide immediate feedback to NNSs (Kung, 2002; Pasternak & Bailey, 2004). The 
advantage of including NSs in a study is also reported in Lee’s (2004) study, in which NSs, 
in many cases, assisted NNSs to articulate themselves through the effect of linguistic 
scaffolding. However, more research is needed in order to explore this issue further.  
The results of immediate and delayed posttests. The descriptive statistics of the 
learners’ test responses are displayed in Table 8. Overall, the learners generated 59.5% of 
the test responses correctly, and 66.8% when the correct and partially correct test responses 
were combined. Among them, the learners of the NNS-NNES dyads correctly recalled and 
reproduced 57.8% of the test items in the immediate posttest and 56.0% in the delayed 
posttest, which were slightly lower than those of the NNES-NNES dyads (61.5% in the 
immediate posttest and 66.2% in the delayed posttest). The percentage of incorrect answers 
was 31.3% in the immediate and 36.9% in the delayed tests for NES-NNES dyads whereas 
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33.1% and 30.1% for the NNES-NNES groups respectively.  
TABLE 8 
Descriptive Statistics of the Learners’ Test Responses  
Immediate Delayed Total Dyadic 
Types 
Test Responses 
N % N % N % 
Correct 133 57.8 126 56.0 259 56.9 
Partially Correct 25 10.9 16 7.1 41 9.0 
Incorrect 72 31.3 83 36.9 155 34.1 
NES- 
NNES 
dyads 
Total 230  225  455  
Correct 88 61.5 88 66.2 176 63.8 
Partially Correct 7 4.9 5 3.8 12 4.3 
Incorrect 48 33.6 40 30.1 88 31.9 
NNES-
NNES 
dyads 
Total 143  133  276  
Correct 221 59.2 214 59.8 435 59.5 
Partially Correct 32 8.5 21 5.8 53 7.3 
Incorrect 120 32.1 123 34.4 243 33.2 
Total 
Total 373  358  731  
 
The descriptive statistics reported above are somewhat close to those reported in 
Shekary and Tahririan (2006) (70.3% in the immediate posttest and 56.7% in the delayed 
posttest) in SCMC. However, the results of the learners’ test performance are better than 
those in Loewen (2005) (47.6% in the immediate posttest and 39.3% in the delayed posttest) 
in a face-to-face setting which could be attributed to the two unique features of CMC: visual 
information (Murphy, 2002) and more processing time for reading and typing messages 
(Smith, 2003a), which help the comprehension process and the acquisition of linguistic 
items. While these scores may not seem particularly high, it should be remembered that the 
targeted linguistic items were addressed incidentally in lessons that were not specifically 
designed to address these items (Loewen, 2003a).The results of the present study show that 
incidental noticing is effective for subsequent SLA in both NES-NNES and NNES-NNES 
task-based interactions through SCMC.  
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In short, even though previous studies have compared both NS-NNS and NNS-NNS 
dyads in various aspects of SLA and have shown that NS-NNS dyads surpass NNS-NNS 
dyads with relation to the communication strategies and grammatical accuracy (Brock, 
Crookes, Day, & Long, 1986; Gass, 1997; Long, 1983), the current study did not show any 
significant difference between the types of dyads with respect to noticing and subsequent L2 
learning.  
Furthermore, the fact that the learners in NNES-NNES dyads performed better in the 
delayed posttest (66.2%) than the immediate posttest (61.5%) may appear to be 
counterintuitive. One possible explanation may be that during the three weeks’ period of 
time between the immediate and delayed posttests, learners might have incidentally paid 
more attention to and “re-noticed” the forms that had been negotiated in the LREs. 
According to Takahashi (2005), learners’ higher awareness of the target forms is positively 
correlated with the appearance of those forms during their subsequent performance. Since 
the learners in the current study had noticed those targeted forms at least once in their LREs, 
it would be more likely for them to acquire those forms when their attention was drawn to 
the same forms again. Crookes and Rulon (1988) also suggested that if learners were to be 
exposed to or use the same linguistic forms over and over again, they would potentially have 
more possibilities to retain the negotiated linguistic elements.  
Test responses. Two Pearson’s chi-square tests (α = .05) were used separately to reveal 
whether there were any significant differences in the distribution of correct responses on the 
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immediate and delayed tests within NES-NNES and NNES-NNES dyads respectively.7 The 
results showed that there were no significant differences in the distribution of correct test 
responses between the immediate and delayed tests for both types of dyads, with X2(2, n = 
455) = .236, p > .05 for the NES-NNES dyads and with X2(2, n = 276) = .705, p > .05 for 
the NNES-NNES dyads. The residuals showed that the differences between incorrect, 
partially correct, and correct responses were quite small (with the magnitude of 1.3, 1.4, 
and .4 for the NES-NNES dyads and .6, .5, and .8 for the NNES-NNES dyads), which 
indicates that the learners could similarly recall the forms they had noticed in the LREs over 
the three-week period between the immediate and delayed posttests regardless of the dyadic 
forms. Compared with Loewen (2005) and Shekary and Tahririan (2006), our results are 
encouraging because the learners performance decreased significantly from the immediate to 
the delayed posttests in those two studies.   
Finally, in order to vertically compare if there was any significant difference between 
the correct, partially correct, and incorrect test responses of the two dyadic types in the 
immediate posttest, delayed posttest, and the combination of both posttests, another three 
chi-square analyses were implemented respectively. The chi-square statistics were X2(2, n = 
373) = .134, p > .05 for the immediate test, and X2(2, n = 358) =.124, p > .05 for the delayed 
test, and X2(2, n = 731) = .129, p > .05 for the combination of both tests, which indicated 
that there were no significant differences in any test response categories between these two 
                                                 
7 In order to explore the possible relationship between the two posttest results, in addition to the chi-square 
analyses, the researcher also transformed the categorical data into numerical data by assigning two points to 
correct responses, one point to partially correct responses, and no point to incorrect responses. After 
calculating the percentage of each participant’s scores (divided by his/her maximum possible scores) in the 
immediate and the delayed tests, two paired t-test analyses (α = .05) were performed, one for each dyadic type. 
The results showed that there were no significant differences between the results of the two investigated dyadic 
types, with p = .672 for the NES-NNES dyads and .741 for the NNES-NNES dyads. 
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types of dyads. The residuals of the chi-square analyses were no greater than plus or minus 
2.0, ranging from the magnitude of .6 to 1.8. Again, the results showed that the dyadic types 
had no significant effects on the learners’ performance on the posttests. In other words, 
learners can similarly benefit from engaging in task-based communicative discussion in a 
SCMC setting regardless of the dyadic types. 
In sum, although NSs are considered by some researchers as ideal language models and 
learners may get more motivated by interacting with them (Kitade, 2005; Kung, 2002; 
Pasternak & Bailey, 2004), our result showed that there was no significant difference 
between NS-NNS and NNS-NNS dyads as far as noticing and subsequent SLA is concerned. 
Therefore, the answer to the third research question is yes. Considering the salient 
proficiency difference between the low-intermediate and advanced learners of the NNES-
NNES dyads, this result can be contributed to the interrelationships between linguistic (Lee, 
2008; Lier & Matsuo, 2000; Smith, 2004) and affective factors (Arnold, 2007; Lee, 2004; 
Liu, 2006).  
With respect to the linguistic factors, it can be argued that the advanced learners of the 
NNES dyads could, to some extent, function as the NESs in the NES-NNES dyads and 
provide scaffolding for the less proficient learners since (1) NNSs can serve as “experts, 
coaches, or more competent peers” during their CMC interaction, and they can and do learn 
from one another (Smith, 2004, p. 388); and (2) more proficient learners in NNS-NNS dyads 
would use interactional resources similar to those used by NSs in NS-NNS dyads, but less 
proficient learners would not (Lier & Matsuo, 2000). Lee (2008) studied the communicative 
interactions between NNS-NNS dyads in an online setting and suggested that the more 
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proficient learners of Spanish acted as both teachers and peers while interacting with their 
less proficient interlocutors during the feedback negotiation process, and higher-proficient 
learners could offer scaffolding at important moments to direct learners’ attention to the 
nontargetlike forms. Also, Shehadeh (1999) studied the modified output between NS-NNS 
and NNS-NNS interactions and concluded that when the NNSs in the NNS-NNS dyads have 
to cope with the pressure of producing comprehensible output for their peers, they extend 
and utilize their IL capacity to the limit. In most cases, attention to form in the LREs was 
related to accurate performance on the test (Williams, 2001). Similar results were found in 
Pellettieri (1999), in which she found that intermediate learners of Spanish were still able to 
generate native-like forms through online negotiation.  
As far as affective factors are considered, research has investigated the relationship 
between L2 learners’ anxiety and their language proficiency in both face-to-face classroom 
(Liu, 2006) and CMC settings (Lee, 2004). As an example, Liu’s study found that a 
considerable number of Chinese EFL learners of all three different proficiency levels felt 
anxious when speaking English in class, but the more proficient learners tended to be less 
anxious. Even though previous studies have claimed that CMC can lower L2 learners’ 
anxiety levels when compared to face-to-face contexts (Kern, 1995; Warschauer, 1996), 
Arnold (2007) found that there was no difference in the anxiety levels of learners’ group 
discussions between the CMC and face-to-face settings. In addition, Lee reported that in NS-
NNS interactions, some NNSs’ self-confidence was negatively influenced by their lower 
language proficiency. Also, some NNSs were frightened because they regarded their NS 
peer as an authoritative figure in language. Therefore, it is reasonable to assume that the less 
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proficient learners in the NES-NNES dyads of the current study may experience a greater 
degree of anxiety than the less proficient learners in the NNES-NNES dyads. As has been 
discussed, both proficiency and anxiety factors may help to explain why the NES-NNES 
dyads did not perform significantly better than the NNES-NNES dyads on the posttests. 
Research Question Four 
The fourth research question entails the use of multiple logistic regression analyses to 
uncover the best model to describe a relationship between the dependent variable (test 
responses) and independent variables (the 10 characteristics of LREs) for both types of 
dyads, i.e., to explore what characteristics of LREs best predict the learners’ L2 learning in a 
text-based CMC setting in NES-NNES dyads and NNES-NNES dyads respectively. In order 
to provide enough sample size for logistic regression analyses, the immediate and delayed 
posttest results were combined. The results of the logistic regression analyses are presented 
in Table 9. 
The results of the logistic regression analyses for NES-NNES dyads. For the NES-
NNES dyads, the predictor variables that entered into the model of the grammar test were 
type, source, and successful uptake. Among the three variables, source was the strongest 
variable, which had an exp (B) of 4.545, meaning that correct responses were four and a half 
times more likely when the tested LREs were code-related instead of message-related. In 
addition, type was the second strongest variable, which had an exp (B) of 3.409, indicating 
that preemptive (learner-initiated) LREs were almost three and a half times more likely to 
result in correct test responses than reactive LREs (corrective feedback). Furthermore, LREs 
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with successful uptake were almost three times more likely to result in correct test responses 
than unsuccessful uptake.  
TABLE 9 
Logistic Regression Results of Test Types for the NES-NNES and NNES-NNES Dyads 
   95% Confidence 
Intervals 
 
Dyad 
Type 
Test type Predictor variables Lower Upper Exp (B) P-value 
Type 1.072 8.673 3.409 0.037 
Source 0.102 0.474 0.220 
(4.545)* 
0.000 
Grammar 
Successful Uptake 1.590 4.587 2.700 0.000 
Source 0.041 0.601 0.158 
(6.329)* 
0.007 
Complexity 1.250 11.296 3.785 0.018 
Vocabulary 
Successful Uptake 1.245 17.532 4.671 0.022 
Spelling a -- -- -- -- -- 
NES- 
NNES 
Dyads 
Pragmatics a -- -- -- -- -- 
Grammar Successful Uptake 0.087 3.263 1.898* 0.033 
Timing 0.045 0.860 0.196 
(5.102) 
0.031 Vocabulary 
Successful Uptake 1.409 19.247 5.208* 0.013 
Spelling b -- -- -- -- -- 
NNES-
NNES 
Dyads 
Pragmatics b -- -- -- -- -- 
a. The sample sizes for the spelling test (n = 36) and pragmatics test (n = 8) are too small to make claims.  
b  The sample sizes for the spelling test (n = 45) and pragmatics test (n = 1) are too small to make claims. 
Note 1: The predictor variables with exp (B)s of less than 1 were also calculated into their reciprocal values 
(when y = 0). These numbers are presented in parentheses.  
Note 2: The predictor variables with the highest exp (B) in each model are marked with an asterisk (*). 
 
On the other hand, the three variables that entered into the model of the vocabulary test 
were source, complexity, and successful uptake. Again, source appeared to be the strongest 
one among these three variables, which had an exp (B) of 6.329. This indicates that code-
related LREs were more than six times more likely to result in correct test responses than 
message-related LREs. The second strongest variable was successful uptake, with an exp (B) 
of 4.671, which means that when learners generated successful uptake in a LRE, the chances 
that they answered the corresponding vocabulary test item correctly were around 4.7 times 
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more than unsuccessful uptake. Even though complexity was the least strong variable in the 
vocabulary test, its exp(B), 3.785, was still very high, representing that complex LREs were 
almost four times more likely to result in correct test responses than simple LREs. 
The results of the logistic regression analyses for NNES-NNES dyads. As for the 
NNES-NNES dyads, successful uptake was the only significant variable that entered in the 
model in the grammar test, with an exp (B) of 1.898, meaning that LREs with successful 
uptake were almost twice more likely to result in correct test responses than LREs without 
successful uptake. The last regression analysis administrated on the vocabulary test of the 
NNES-NNES dyads resulted in two significant variables that entered the model: timing and 
successful uptake. Successful uptake, with an exp (B) of 5.208, was the strongest predictor 
in the vocabulary test, which means that LREs with successful uptake were more than five 
times more likely to result in correct test responses than LREs without successful uptake. 
The exp (B) of timing was 5.102, which means if learners were provided with immediate 
feedback in the turn after a question or a problematic linguistic item was raised, they were 
around 5 times more likely to answer the corresponding test item correctly than deferred 
feedback.  
Successful uptake. The fact that successful uptake entered into all models of both 
grammar- and vocabulary-related tests across the two dyadic types qualifies it as the most 
prevalent predictor of the learners’ subsequent L2 learning in the current study. Two 
theoretical foundations can be adopted to address the positive correlation between successful 
uptake and SLA. First, successful uptake permits learners to practice the target forms and 
thus may help them to transfer their explicit knowledge into implicit knowledge (Ellis et al., 
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2001a). Second, the pushed output (Swain, 1995), i.e. successful uptake, assists SLA since it 
forces learners to focus on forms rather than meanings and thus enables them to modify 
problematic hypotheses about the target forms. Our finding coincides with Loewen’s (2005) 
study in a NS (teacher)-NNS face-to-face setting and Shekary and Tahririan’s (2006) study 
in a NNES-NNES SCMC setting, in which both research empirically validated the 
significance of the successful uptake in comparison to the mere presence of uptake. This 
indicates that incidental focus on form could be beneficial to learners, especially when 
learners incorporate the targeted forms into their own production (Ellis et al., 2001a; Lyster 
& Ranta, 1997).  
 Source. In addition to successful uptake, the variables of source also entered into the 
regression models of the grammar and vocabulary tests in the NES-NNES dyads. In other 
words, negotiation of code positively affected learners’ noticing and its retention rate than 
negotiation of meaning. As noted earlier, because most of the EFL classrooms are test-
driven and tend to emphasize micro-level grammatical competence (Bardovi-Harlig & 
Dornyei, 1998), it is natural for the learners to pay extra attention to the code-related 
negotiation in order to increase their linguistic accuracy. Bardovi-Harlig and Dornyei’s 
(1998) experimental study explored the extent to which instructed L2 learners of English 
were aware of differences in learners’ and target-language production in grammar and 
pragmatics. The results showed that EFL learners and their teachers consistently identified 
and ranked grammatical errors as more serious than pragmatic errors. In addition, Ellis et al. 
(2001a) found that the majority of focus on form in their observations resulted from 
negotiation of code (75%) rather than negotiation of meaning (25%). Therefore, given that 
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EFL learners are instructed with heavy emphasis on grammatical competence and accuracy 
and view grammatical errors to be more serious than pragmatic ones (Bardovi-Harlig & 
Dornyei, 1998), the results of this study are not surprising. The number of the pragmatic-
related LREs in the NES-NNES dyads was much lower than the linguistic-related ones (8 vs. 
485). 
Type. The last significant variable that entered into the grammar test of the NES-NNES 
dyads was type, in which the preemptive (learner-initiated) LREs were significantly 
correlated with the learners’ performance on the posttests. A preemptive LRE can be seen as 
indicating a learner’s difficulty with a linguistic item since the learner is raising a query 
about that item (Loewen, 2002). Some previous studies have also endorsed the importance 
of preemptive LREs on learners’ subsequent learning. For example, Ellis et al. (2001b) 
examined preemptive focus on form in ESL face-to-face classroom between learners and 
teachers. They found that in 12 hours of meaning-focused instruction, there were as many 
preemptive focus-on-form episodes (FFEs) as reactive FFEs. The majority of the preemptive 
FFEs were initiated by students, and students were more likely to uptake a form if the FFE 
was student initiated. Along the same line, Leow’s study (1998) also endorsed that learner-
centered exposure to morphological forms in Spanish appears to facilitate an overall 
superior ability to take in and produce these forms in writing when compared to teacher-
centered exposure to the same linguistic forms. Kitade (2000) evaluated the potential impact 
of CMC on L2 learning between NNSs of Japanese. She found many instances of learner-
initiated repair and negotiation of meaning in NNS-NNS chats, which suggests that online 
task-based discussion “facilitates comprehensible and meaning-making interaction, 
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awareness raising, as well as collaborative learning” (p. 162). Smith (2004) also found that 
learners provided one another with preemptive input, which is rather beneficial in assisting 
their peers to acquire target forms. 
Therefore, learner-initiated LREs appear to be one of the most important characteristics 
to induce noticing and result in long-term memory of the targeted structures. In addition, the 
reason that preemptive LREs only appeared to be an important variable in the NES-NNES 
dyads instead of the NNES-NNES dyads may be that NNSs usually view NSs as language 
authorities and this belief may motivate them to seek more help whenever they need any 
language-related input. 
Complexity. Complexity was shown to be another significant factor in affecting the 
vocabulary test scores of the learners in the NES-NNES dyads, but not in the NNES-NNES 
dyads. This indicates that complex LREs appeared to be more helpful on producing correct 
vocabulary-related test responses than simple ones when learners were interacting with the 
NESs rather than the NNESs. A complex LRE requires multiple responses and/or uptake 
moves (Loewen, 2004) and NESs may be more capable of producing long and sophisticated 
feedback than NNESs because of their linguistic ability (Pasternak & Bailey, 2004). Similar 
to our findings, Loewen’s (2004) study examined which characteristics (including directness, 
emphasis, timing, response, uptake, and successful uptake) of incidental focus on form 
predicted uptake and successful uptake, and the results showed that complexity was one of 
the LRE characteristics that influenced both the production of uptake and its success. Thus, 
he concluded that complex LREs involving multiple turns between the teacher and the 
student were more likely to result in both uptake and successful uptake. Successful uptake 
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was more likely to occur when students focused on linguistic problems that they perceived 
as important and when they had the chance to negotiate extensively around a problem.  
Given that successful uptake is the most prevalent predictor of learners’ subsequent 
learning in the current study and the relationship between complex LREs and successful 
uptake has empirically proved to be positive, it is logical to contend that complex responses 
can facilitate learners’ retention of the linguistic items contained in the LREs, which 
coincides with the findings of the current study.  
Timing. In addition to the LRE characteristics discussed above, timing, with the exp (B) 
of 5.102, was shown to be the second powerful predictor of the vocabulary test scores in the 
NNES-NNES dyads. Generally speaking, the fact that immediate LREs are more effective in 
promoting learners’ noticing and their correct recall of the test items seems intuitive because 
most focus on form happens immediately after the trigger (Loewen, 2004). Ellis et al. 
(2001a) also examined the timing of the feedback in their study, finding that the 
overwhelming majority of feedback moves were immediate (92%) rather than delayed (8%). 
In addition, considering the restraint of working memory, immediate treatment is more 
helpful than deferred treatment in assisting learners to integrate the target forms into their 
interlanguage (Doughty, 2001) because it occurs at the time when the information is most 
needed (Doughty & Long, 2003).  
However, the findings with regard to the effect of immediate feedback in LREs in the 
present study contradict those reported in Shekary and Tahririan’s (2006) study, in which 
deferred LREs were roughly one and a third times more likely to lead to correct responses 
when compared with immediate LREs. They argued that deferred LREs in their study often 
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occurred when learners went through their errors at the end of a task, which drew attention 
to them explicitly. Although it may not be possible to know whether or not learners in 
Shekary and Tahririan’s study were required to review their chat logs after each session, it is 
arguable that learners’ frequent reviews of the chat logs would potentially blur the 
distinction between incidental and planned focus-on-form. Since the current research was 
designed to be a study on incidental noticing and learners were not asked to review their 
chat logs at the end of each task, deferred LREs wouldn’t occur as they did in Shekary and 
Tahririan’s study. Therefore, the contradiction of the effect of timing between Shekary and 
Tahririan’s and the current study may be partially attributed to this methodological 
difference. Nevertheless, this explanation is speculative and warrants further investigation.  
Finally, although immediate feedback was found to be positively correlated with 
learners’ grammar test scores in the NNES-NNES dyads of the current study, similar effect 
was absent from the NES-NNES dyads even though NSs’ proficiency in their first language 
may allow them to better control the conversation flow and offer more immediate feedback 
and comprehensible (modified) input to their NNS counterparts (Long, 1983). When 
inspecting the relationship between immediate feedback and uptake/successful uptake in 
detail, the results showed that even though learners in both dyad types provided immediate 
feedback to their peers around 90% of the time, the learners in the NES-NNES dyads 
responded to the NESs’ immediate feedback 71.9% of the time with an uptake or successful 
uptake move, which is lower than the 86.1% in the NNES-NNES dyads. This indicates that 
the learners in the NNES-NNES dyads put more effort into incorporating the received 
feedback into their language output (uptake and/or successful uptake) which should result in 
 74
a higher level of accuracy on subsequent L2 production (Rosa & Leow, 2004). This may 
help to explain why the NESs’ immediate feedback did not facilitate their peers’ test 
performance as much as those in the NNES-NNES dyads. Needless to say, more research on 
the effect of immediate and delayed feedback on SLA in NS-NNS and NNS-NNS 
interactions is certainly needed.  
CONCLUSION AND IMPLICATIONS 
The results of the current research endorses that the SCMC medium can enhance the 
occurrence of learners’ incidental noticing and their subsequent L2 learning in both NES-
NNES and NNES-NNES dyads. Even though the NES-NNES dyadic negotiations resulted 
in higher amounts of LREs than did the NNES-NNES dyads, no statistically significant 
differences were found between them. This finding indicates that NNESs can benefit equally 
from engaging in a task-based negotiation of meaning in a SCMC setting regardless of the 
dyadic form. Interestingly, the ratio of the total tested LREs and the unsolved LREs (caused 
by the learners’ inability to reach a conclusion during their negotiations) in the NNES-
NNES dyads was significantly higher than the NES-NNES dyads. In order words, the NES-
NNES dyads generate more instances of LREs, but significant fewer instances of unsolved 
LREs when compared to the NNES-NNES dyads. In addition, both the ratio of LREs per 
minute and number of LREs per 10,000 words were higher in the NES-NNES dyads than 
the NNES-NNES dyads. These results indicate that there is a tendency for better noticing in 
the NES-NNES dyads than the NNES-NNES dyads although the differences in the amount 
of noticing between these two dyadic types were not statistically significant. 
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Based on the learners’ performance on both posttests, the results show that incidental 
noticing is effective for subsequent SLA in both NNES-NNES and NES-NNES task-based 
interactions through SCMC. Although the NNES-NNES dyads performed slightly better 
than the NES-NNES dyads in both posttests, no significant differences were found both 
within and across dyads through chi-square analyses.  
Through logistic regression analyses, four LRE characteristics (code, preemptive, 
complex, and successful uptake) in the NES-NNES dyads and two LRE characteristics 
(immediate feedback and successful uptake) in the NNES-NNES dyads were shown to be 
significant variables of the learners’ subsequent L2 learning. The only commonality between 
the two dyadic types is successful uptake, which has been theoretically and empirically 
proven to be the most powerful predictor of subsequent L2 learning by previous studies 
(Ellis et al., 2001a; Loewen, 2004, 2005; Shekary & Tahririan, 2006). As noted earlier, even 
though no significant differences were found between the amount of LREs produced by the 
learners and their performance on the two posttests between these two dyadic forms, the 
results of the logistic regression models suggest that the fundamental nature of one-on-one 
task-based meaning negotiation between the NES-NNES and the NNES-NNES dyads may 
be very different. The variables, which had a significantly positive effect on the learners’ 
subsequent L2 learning in the NES-NNES dyads, include code-related, preemptive (learner-
initiated), and complex LREs. On the other hand, only one variable (LREs with immediate 
feedback) had a significantly positive effect on the learners’ subsequent L2 learning in the 
NNES-NNES dyads.  
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With respect to pragmatic aspects of language, our results showed that, negotiation on 
linguistic (grammar, vocabulary, and spelling) features are much more prevalent than the 
sociolinguistic (pragmatic) features. This result is consistent with Ellis et al’s (2001a) study, 
in which the great majority of FFEs addresses lexical or grammatical problems. The reason 
that only a handful of pragmatics-related LREs were found in the current study may be due 
to the fact that the tasks were not designed to intentionally direct learners’ attention to any 
preplanned pragmatic features. This could be the reason that the majority of the studies on 
interlanguage pragmatics focus on either focus-on-forms or planned focus-on-form (Bouton, 
1994; Fukuya & Zhang, 2002; Martinez-Flor and Fukuya, 2005; Takahash, 2001, 2005). 
Given that pragmatic knowledge tends be neglected in EFL contexts at the expense of overly 
emphasizing grammatical accuracy (Bardovi-Harlig & Dornyei, 1998) and socio-cultural 
factors can be used to foster dialogue between interlocutors (Swain, 2001), it is important to 
construct tasks that are more conducive to noticing of pragmatic aspects of language and 
offer NNSs legitimate access to both NSs and ESL/EFL interlocutors since English is so 
commonly taught and learned around the world. 
Methodologically, in order to empirically authenticate the instances of incidental 
noticing and its effect on L2 learners’ SLA in a task-based CMC context, the occurrence of 
LREs was conceptualized as the pretest and two individual tailor-made tests were served to 
be the posttests in the current study. Similar to Loewen (2005) and Shekary and Tahririan 
(2006), this quasi-experimental study has, once again, demonstrated that research on 
incidental noticing does not have to remain descriptive or exploratory in nature (e.g., Ellis, 
et al., 2001a, 2001b; Lowen, 2003a, 2004; Schmidt & Frota, 1986; William, 1999, 2001). 
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Also, thanks to the advance of the technology, the chat logs of the online interaction 
between learners can be easily saved. Learners can review and reflect upon those chat logs 
at a later time at their leisure, and researchers can use those chat logs as a demonstration of 
the development of learners’ IL (Shekary & Tahririan. 2006). Besides, the attempt to 
compare the effect of incidental noticing on both linguistic and sociolinguistic aspects 
between both NES-NNES and NNES-NNES dyads is another potential contribution that the 
current study makes to the existing literature of SLA. Certainly, more research is needed in 
order to further ascertain the similarities and differences between these two types of dyadic 
interaction on noticing. Given that EFL students and teachers tend to pay more attention to 
grammatical than pragmatic forms and ESL students and their teachers show the opposite 
pattern (Bardovi-Harlig & Dornyei, 1998), it would be insightful to see if ESL learners who 
live in the target culture may notice pragmatic aspects of language more than EFL learners. 
Pedagogically, even though noticing does occur in face-to-face classroom settings 
(Loewen, 2002, 2004, 2006; Williams, 1999, 201), the interaction between each individual 
student may be fairly limited compared to one-to-one dyadic interaction through SCMC. In 
order to provide L2 learners with more opportunities to notice the gaps and incorporate the 
corrective feedback they receive into their IL system, teaching or instructional activities 
should include opportunities for learners to consciously notice and focus on the targeted 
linguistic and sociolinguistic forms.  
Finally, some limitations of the current study need to be noted. First, technological 
failure could sometimes get in the way, which might result in the missing of the chat logs or 
the breakdowns of the ongoing discussion between the learners. Secondly, when the learners 
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in the NES-NNES group had difficulties overcoming the 14-hour time difference to find a 
time to chat during a given week, they had to move their discussion on that specific task a 
week before or after. So, the learners could have been overwhelmed while they had to chat 
twice in a week, and the quality of their discussion could have been negatively affected to 
some extent. Third, due to lack of a control group, the results of the current study could not 
be compared with a control group, which is an obvious limitation. Finally, even though the 
findings of this study suggest that the more the learners notice, the more they learn,8 
regardless of their dyadic type, researchers should interpret the results with caution. Since 
the learners’ test performance was assessed under a controlled context, their correct test 
responses may not necessarily equal to SLA. 
SUGGESTIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH 
There are some suggestions for future research based on the findings of the current 
study. First, the current study only included two types of communicative tasks (jigsaw and 
decision-making). Different task types, such as information-gap and problem-solving tasks, 
may have different effects on L2 learners and result in different findings (Long, 1996; 
Crookes & Rulon, 1988; Nakahama, Tyler, & Lier, 2001; Pica et al., 1993). Therefore, it is 
suggested that future research on incidental noticing include more varieties of 
communicative tasks and examine the effect of task type on incidental noticing of learners. 
Closer examination of the activities could assist researchers, educators, and task designers to 
determine if different task types would influence the frequency and characteristics of the 
                                                 
8 Since there were no differences in the retention rate of the targeted forms across the two dyadic types, a 
learner who was tested for 20 tailor-made items would be deemed to learn twice as much as a learner who was 
only tested for 10 tailor-made items. Even though noticing is a prerequisite of SLA, it does not necessarily 
guarantee learners can transfer the noticed input into their implicit knowledge (Ellis, 1991; Schmidt, 1990; 
Swain, 1985). 
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negotiated forms (Loewen, 2003a). Second, since only limited amount of pragmatic-related 
LREs were found in the current study, it is suggestive for the future research to design tasks 
that are more conducive to pragmatic noticing. Finally, as noted earlier, with minor 
pedagogical intervention, negotiation and intercultural learning can also occur in a one-on-
one NS-NNS online discussion (Tudini, 2007). Therefore, it may be necessary to impose 
some methodological or pedagogical interventions on future research of incidental noticing 
in order to elicit more culturally- and sociolinguistically-focused negotiations from learners’ 
communicative interactions in SCMC.  
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CHAPTER III 
LEARNERS OF DIFFERENT LANGUAGE PROFICIENCY LEVELS AND  
INCIDENTAL NOTICING IN SYNCHRONOUS TEXT-BASED DISCUSSION:  
AN INVESTIGATION OF BOTH NES-NNES AND NNES-NNES DYADS  
OVERVIEW 
The purpose of this study was to explore the impact of incidental noticing on learners 
of different proficiency levels between dyads of native English speaker (NES) vs. nonnative 
English speaker (NNES) and NNES vs. NNES in a computer-mediated communication 
(CMC) environment. Sixty participants were included to form 30 dyads in this study. At 
random, eight low-intermediate (Group A) and eight advanced NNESs (Group B) were 
paired with 16 NESs to form the 16 NES-NNES dyads; another 14 advanced NNESs (Group 
C) and 14 low-intermediate NNESs (Group D) were paired to form the 14 mixed-
proficiency NNES-NNES dyads. The results with respect to the occurrence of incidental 
noticing showed that (a) the low-intermediate learners of the NNES-NNES dyads had 
significantly higher level of incidental noticing of the gaps in their interlanguage (IL) than 
their advanced peers; and (b) both low-intermediate and advanced learners significantly 
benefited more from interacting with the NESs than with the different-proficient NNESs. In 
addition, with respect to the relationships between the learners’ language proficiency and 
test performance on the two posttests, the chi-square analyses revealed that there were no 
significant differences between them. Finally, through logistic regression analyses, the 
results showed that successful uptake appeared to be the most prevalent predictor. 
Proficiency appeared to be the second prevalent variable but played a different role in these 
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two dyadic types. Considering the linguistic aspects focused in the LREs, negotiations of the 
linguistic features of grammar, vocabulary, and spelling were much more prevalent than the 
sociolinguistic aspects of pragmatics.  
INTRODUCTION  
The importance of focusing on form, which would be either planned or incidental, is 
based on three principle claims about L2 acquisition: (a) “learners acquire new linguistic 
forms as a product of attending to them in contexts where the primary concern is with 
message rather than code”; (b) “learners frequently experience difficulty in attending to and 
producing linguistic forms in communication because they possess a limited information-
processing capacity” (VanPatten, 1990); and (c) “learners benefit from the opportunities that 
arise in communication to give focal attention to form” (Ellis et al., 2001a, p. 281-282). 
Planned focus-on-form focuses on preselected form, but attention to form is raised while 
learners are engaged in meaning related activities (Ellis et al., 2002). However, as planned 
focus-on-form, incidental focus-on-form9 also involves primary attention to negotiation of 
meaning but without focusing on any preselected form, so the focus could be any form 
arising incidentally (Ellis, 2001). In contrast with planned focus on form, fewer studies have 
examined the effects of incidental focus on form (Loewen, 2005; Shekary & Tahririan, 2006; 
Williams, 2001). Although past research has recognized the affirmative impact of incidental 
noticing during learners’ interaction and negotiation of meaning on second language 
learning in face-to-face contexts (Ellis et al., 2001a; 2001b, 2002; Loewen, 2002, 2003a, 
                                                 
9 Since “noticing,” proposed by Schmidt (1990), is one of the most important cognitive constructs 
underpinning incidental focus-on-form, in this study, incidental noticing and incidental focus-on-form are used 
interchangeably. 
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2003b, 2005; Loewen & Philp, 2006; Murphy, 2002; Schmidt & Frota, 1986; Williams, 
1999, 2001), the understanding of the acquisitional effect of incidental noticing on Second 
Language Acquisition (SLA) remains under-investigated.  
Networked computers have led to an increase in communicating. During online 
discussions, students may function mainly within a construction similar to that of face-to-
face communication by the means of writing (Kern, 1995). Computer-mediated 
communication (CMC) resembles writing in its lack of intonation, the enduring record of the 
discourse, the density of lexical features, and the use of punctuation and textual formatting 
in messages, and on the other hand, the characteristics similar to spoken language are the 
real-time communication, the use of stressed words through italics or bolding, the use of the 
first person, and the informality (Smith, 2003a). Two inherent features of synchronous CMC 
(SCMC) which might promote noticing are (1) longer processing time and (2) relative 
permanency of the text. Text-based online chat might help the learners feel less time 
pressure, enabling them to pay more attention to and elaborate more on their output (Lai & 
Zhao, 2006; Shekary & Tahririan, 2006). Similarly, Beauvois (1992) describes online 
chatting as conversation in slow motion because the CMC interface slows down the 
communicative interaction while largely retaining its real-time interactive nature. Second, 
learners can save the discourse record, review their output, and make necessary revisions. 
This self-editing capacity afforded by text-based online chat increases the learners’ noticing 
of their own errors.  
With all these positive capacities of CMC, the scholarly literature has not yet provided 
a thorough investigation of the SCMC medium itself, particularly the association between 
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text-based online chat and L2 acquisition. Only a few studies have investigated L2 learners’ 
incidental noticing of linguistic or sociolinguistic aspects in a CMC setting (Lai & Zhao, 
2006; Shekary & Tahririan, 2006; Tudini, 2007). In addition, studies on the effect of 
learners’ proficiency levels on incidental noticing are also sparse (Williams, 1999, 2001). 
The aforementioned studies on incidental noticing have examined learners’ interactions 
either between native speaker (NS) teachers and non-native speakers (NNS) of the target 
language or between NNS-NNS. The purpose of this study is to fill these gaps by exploring 
the impact of incidental noticing on learners of different proficiency levels between dyads of 
native English speakers (NES) and nonnative English speakers (NNES) and dyads of 
NNES-NNES in a SCMC environment.  
NOTICING IN SLA 
Figure 3, proposed by Ellis (1997), is a model to explain the noticing hypothesis 
(Schmidt, 1990, 1995, 2001) and its impact on SLA.  
FIGURE 3  
The Process of Learning Implicit Language Knowledge (Ellis, 1997, p. 119) 
  
 
In the first stage (input becomes intake), learners have to notice language features in 
the input, absorb them into their short-term memory, and then compare them to features 
produced as output. In the second stage, intake is absorbed into the learner’s interlanguage 
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(IL) system, and changes to this system can only occur if language features are integrated 
into long-term memory. 
In addition, according to Swain (2000), there are several levels of noticing: (1) learner 
may notice something in the target language because it is salient or frequent; (2) learners 
may not notice the target language form, but notice that it is different from their own IL, i.e., 
noticing the gap (Schmidt & Frota, 1986); and (3) learners may notice that they do not know 
how to express precisely the meaning they wish to convey at the very moment of attempting, 
i.e. they notice a ‘hole’ in the IL. For example, while working together on tasks, learners 
notice holes in their linguistic knowledge and then they usually try to fill them by turning to 
a dictionary or grammar book, by asking their peers or teachers, or by noting to themselves 
to pay attention to future relevant input. Even though noticing is an internal and private 
process and can’t be observed directly (Schmidt, 1993), incidental learning is possible and 
effective when learners’ attention is focused on what is to be learned. With planned focus on 
form, both pretest and posttest can be used to assess learners’ gains in the use of the targeted 
form. However, with incidental focus on form, conducting such a pretest is not possible 
because one can never predict what forms will arise incidentally during a meaning-focused 
activity (Swain, 2001). Hence, most of the incidental noticing studies have been conducted 
descriptively or explanatorily (Ellis et al., 2001a, 2001b; Loewen, 2003a, 2004; Schmidt & 
Frota, 1986; William, 1999, 2001). 
While theories on SLA are insightful, only empirical research can serve to validate 
them. As suggested by Swain (2000), from a research perspective, researchers need to find 
new methodologies to better posit noticing in SLA. Although previous studies have 
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described the occurrence of incidental noticing and uptake, only a handful of empirical 
research has investigated the relationship between noticing and SLA in face-to-face contexts 
(Loewen, 2002, 2005; Loewen & Philp, 2006; Williams, 2001). Even fewer studies have 
explored the cognitive effects of text-based online discussion on noticing (Lai & Zhao, 2006; 
Shekary & Tahririan, 2006; Tudin, 2007). These studies have suggested that SCMC could 
promote more noticing of problematic linguistic forms, which, in turn, has more possibility 
to assist SLA. The present study aimed to add to the emerging literature on the contextual 
factors that could possibly affect noticing. Specifically, the study intended to find out (1) 
whether text-based online discussion would help English as foreign language (EFL) learners 
notice both their problematic linguistic output and the interactional feedback from their NES 
or NNES interlocutors, and (2) how the effect of noticing is associated with L2 learners’ 
proficiency levels and their subsequent L2 learning in a SCMC setting.  
INTERACTIONAL EFFECTS OF DYADIC TYPES AND PROFICIENCY 
A number of studies have investigated the interactional effects between NS-NNS and 
NNS-NNS dyads on different aspects and under different contexts, including (1) input 
modifications (Long, 1981, 1983; Rulon & McCreary, 1986; Varonis & Gass, 1985) and 
output modifications (Adams, 2003; Gass & Varonis, 1994; Pica, Holliday, Lewis, & 
Morgenthaler, 1989; Oliver, 1995; Pica, 1988; Philp, 2003; Polio & Gass, 1998; Shehadeh, 
1999; Yule & Powers, 1994) in face-to-face contexts, and (2) negotiation of meaning and 
output modifications (Iwasaki & Oliver, 2003; Morris, 2005; Schwienhorst, 2004; Smith, 
2003a; Toyoda & Harrison, 2002; Tudini, 2003) in a CMC environment.  However, only a 
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small body of previous literature on the interaction effects between NS-NNS and NNS-NNS 
dyads has also investigated learners’ language proficiency.  
Gaies (1982) replicated Long’s (1981) study and investigated the interactional effects 
between 10 NS-NNS and 15 NNS-NNS dyads. The results showed that NNSs, with higher 
language proficiency level than those in Long’s study, could converse quite effectively with 
their NS peers. The author further suggested that NSs’ input modifications were offered 
based on their interlocutors’ proficiency, i.e., NSs would adopt more input modifications 
while interacting with lower-proficient NNSs than higher-proficient NNSs.  
Lier and Matsuo (2000) examined the free dyadic interactions between a NNS of 
English, Yoko, with three other NNSs whose language proficiency was higher than, the 
same as, and lower than hers. The results showed that the more proficient learners in NNS-
NNS dyads would utilize similar interactional resources used by NSs in NS-NNS dyads, but 
the less proficient would not. In addition, the interactions between two NNSs of similar 
proficiency level would be similar to those between two NSs.  
Polio and Gass (1998) replicated Gass and Varonis’ (1994) study, in which they 
inspected the relationship among input (modified and unmodified groups), interaction 
(interactive and non-interactive groups), and L2 production by having the learners perform 
two communicative tasks. The results demonstrated that interaction did facilitate NNSs to 
better understand their NS peers. They argued that when L2 learners (especially lower-
proficient learner) have difficulties controlling their own language production, it would be 
more difficult for them to notice the gap in their IL or to test their hypotheses, especially 
when their interlocutors, NSs, are leading most of the interaction.  
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Fortune (2005) compared the use of metalanguage by advanced NNS of English in a 
form-focused collaborative writing task with the metalanguage use of intermediate learners 
in a past study. The results showed that the advanced learners were much more concentrated 
on form than the intermediate learners. In addition, the advanced learners had a higher 
chance to reuse a form through the use of metalanguage than the intermediate learners.  
In a CMC setting, Schwienhorst (2004) examined whether the synchronous text-based 
environment can provide more equal and more NS-like patterns of topic negotiations than 
those reported in previous research in a face-to-face context. Twenty-nine Irish students who 
were learning German and 22 German students who were learning English were asked to 
perform four tasks that were available to students in a bilingual format. The results showed 
that (a) the amount of topic initiations between NS-NNS interaction of both languages was 
much more balanced than reported by past studies in a face-to-face setting; and (b) more 
proficient NNSs exhibited features (the use of wh-questions and uninverted questions), 
which are more prevalent in NS-NS than in NS-NNS conversations. 
Lee (2008) explored the feedback negotiations between 15 mixed-proficient NNS-NNS 
dyads of Spanish learners in three communicative tasks (jigsaw, spot-the-differences, and 
open-ended questions). The findings showed that CMC facilitated feedback negotiations on 
both lexical and syntactic items between the higher- and lower-proficient learners. In general, 
higher-proficient NNSs were capable of offering scaffolding at important times to direct 
their peers’ attention to the nontargetlike forms.  
In sum, the findings of the aforementioned studies have demonstrated that NNSs in 
both NS-NNS and NNS-NNS interactions do provide comprehensible input for their 
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interlocutors, negotiate for meaning with their peers, and modify their output in both face-to-
face and CMC contexts regardless of learners’ proficiency levels and dyadic types. Even 
though previous studies on CMC has shown that learners of different proficiency levels can 
benefit from interacting with their interlocutors to a certain extent, the results that were 
found with regard to the interrelationships between learners’ proficiency levels and dyadic 
types are far from conclusive. Therefore, the current research intends to fill this gap by 
including both NS-NNS and NNS-NNS dyads and learners with different proficiency levels 
in order to further examine the interactional effects between proficiency and dyadic types. 
NOTICING AND LANGUAGE PROFICIENCY: LINGUISTIC ASPECTS 
With regard to L2 learners’ proficiency levels, studies on both linguistic and 
sociolinguistic aspects have shown that proficiency does play a role in SLA and noticing 
(Bardovi-Harlig, 1995; Gass, Svetics, & Lemelin, 2003; Iwashita, 2001; Schmidt, 1990; 
Williams, 1999, 2001). Bardovi-Harlig (1995) compared the acquisition of tutored and 
untutored learners with respect to the patterns of acquisition and the potential effects of 
instruction on the acquisitional patterns. From her longitudinal study, she concluded that (a) 
learners who were at different developmental stages of their IL but received the same 
instruction, showed different learning outcomes; and (b) learners who meet the acquisitional 
prerequisites show positive learning outcome, but for those who are not ready, no apparent 
learning outcome comes out. Varonis and Gass (1985) inspected communicative oral 
interactions between NS-NS, NS-NNS, and NNS-NNS dyads. The results showed that NNS-
NNS dyads resulted in greater occurrence of the non-understanding routines and negotiation 
of meaning than both NS-NNS and NS-NS dyads. In terms of the effect of language 
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proficiency in NNS-NNS dyads, the greater differences in learners’ proficiency levels and 
first languages would result in the larger amount of negotiation in their interactions, 
suggesting that interactions between NNSs provide them with a “non-threatening forum 
within which to practice developing language skills and it provides them with an opportunity 
to receive comprehensible input through negotiation” (p. 87).  
In view of the relationship between SLA and incidental noticing, Gass, Svetics, and 
Lemelin’s (2003) study explored the relationship between focused attention and proficiency 
in three linguistic features (syntax, morphosyntax, and the lexicon) by having learners of 
three different proficiency levels receive treatment through a computer program. The results 
indicated that the lowest proficient (first–year) learners improved significantly on all three 
linguistic foci, the more proficient (second-year) learners improved only on lexicon, and the 
advanced (third-year) learners improved on none of the three foci. They concluded that 
focused attention had more significant effects on the less-proficient students than on the 
most-proficient students in their study. Iwashita (2001) examined the impact of different 
proficiency levels (low-low, high-high, and high-low groups) on opportunities for modified 
output in NNS-NNS communication. The results showed that although mixed-proficient 
dyads resulted in more interaction than same-proficient ones, the difference in the amount of 
interaction was not significant. Also, lower-proficient learners in the high-low dyads 
modified their output more than lower-proficient learners in the low-low dyads whereas high 
proficiency learners modified their output more in the high-high dyads than in the high-low 
dyads. These findings implicate the effect of interlocutors’ proficiency levels on noticing: 
lower-proficient learners benefit more while interacting with higher-proficient learners than 
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with low-proficient peers. In contrast, high-proficient learners may not benefit as much from 
interacting with lower-proficient learners than with learners of similar, or higher, proficiency 
level.  
Williams’ (1999) study examined the effect of incidental focus on form on eight 
NNES ESL learners (4 dyads) at four levels of proficiency in a task-based face-to-face 
context. The results showed that the degree and type of focus on form was associated with 
learners’ proficiency levels, suggesting that lower-proficient learners may have enough to do 
just to maintain communication and, therefore, are unable to focus on form as much as the 
higher-proficient learners. In addition, learners primarily chose to focus on lexical rather 
than grammatical issues. William’s (2001) study explored the occurrence of incidental focus 
on form and its effect on learners’ subsequent production. The results indicated that the 
more advanced learners generated more LREs and used this information more effectively, 
i.e. transferring the targeted forms to their long-term memory. The lowest level learners 
appeared to some extent less ready or able to incorporate the targeted form in the LREs in 
their subsequent production.  
Tekmen and Daloglu (2006) explored the effects of language proficiency 
(intermediate, upper-intermediate, and advanced) and word frequency (i.e., how often the 
word occurs in normal use of the language) on NNSs’ incidental vocabulary acquisition 
through reading a text. The results showed that NNSs gained significantly on lexical items 
through incidental noticing and retained the acquired form at least a week after. In terms of 
the effect of proficiency levels, advanced NNSs learned significantly more numbers of 
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words than the intermediate and upper-intermediate NNSs. Finally, the word frequency was 
positively correlated with learners’ retention rate on vocabulary.  
NOTICING AND LANGUAGE PROFICIENCY: PRAGMATIC ASPECTS 
Studies in IL pragmatics have suggested that proficiency is one of the most important 
individual variables that may highly affect pragmatic attention and awareness (e.g., 
Matsumura, 2003; Takahashi, 2005). The majority of IL pragmatic studies have included 
learners of intermediate proficiency level, and these results are mixed. Takahashi’s (2005) 
study explored Japanese EFL learners’ pragmalinguistic awareness in processing six types 
of L2 implicit input and the extent their awareness of the target features is related to 
motivation and proficiency. With regard to the relationship with L2 proficiency, the results 
showed that no significant correlation coefficients were obtained between the learners’ 
pragmalinguistic awareness and their proficiency; in other words, learners with higher L2 
proficiency didn’t necessarily notice the L2 pragmatic features better.  
In the same vein, Bardovi-Harlig and Dornyei’s (1998) study found that (a) whereas  
EFL learners and their teachers consistently identified and ranked grammatical errors as 
more serious than pragmatic errors, ESL learners and their teachers showed the opposite 
pattern; and (b) the higher-proficient ESL learners showed greater pragmatic awareness than 
the lower-proficient ESL learners; and (c) higher pragmatic awareness does not necessarily 
translate into appropriate pragmatic production, which implies that awareness alone is 
insufficient for the development of IL pragmatics. Simple exposure to the target language 
may be insufficient because pragmatic functions and relevant contextual factors are often 
not salient to learners (Bouton, 1994; Lyster, 1994), and it is very difficult for L2 learners to 
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notice or even pick up the pragmatic norms by themselves without directing their attention 
to form. As a result, it is not uncommon to see advanced learners show imbalance between 
their grammatical and pragmatic competence (Kim, 2000). Proficiency is, therefore, one of 
the most influential factors to explain the differences between noticing input, acquiring the 
knowledge base of L2 pragmatic norms, and making dynamic use of L2 pragmatics in 
various contexts. 
Based on the above, the present study also recruited learners of two different 
proficiency levels (low-intermediate and advanced) with an attempt to examine if 
proficiency has any significant impact on L2 learners’ incidental noticing and their 
subsequent learning with respect to IL pragmatics.  
ASSESSMENT OF LEARNERS’ SUBSEQUENT LEARNING 
In incidental focus on form, linguistic or sociolinguistic items are focused on briefly 
within meaning-focused activities (Loewen, 2003a). The unit of analysis in studies of 
incidental focus on form has been termed as Focus on Form Episode (FFE) by Ellis, 
Basturkmen, and Loewen (2001a). Swain (2000, 2001) has also suggested that observation 
of learners’ noticing can be accomplished through collaborative dialogue or the language-
related episode (LRE). LREs are mini-dialogues, in which learners, either explicitly or 
implicitly, ask or talk about language or question their own or/and interlocutors’ language 
use (Swain & Lapkin, 1998). Based on this analysis unit, probably the best way to assess the 
effect of noticing is to retrieve the knowledge of the targeted linguistic or sociolinguistic 
items from a learner’s memory through the use of individual tailor-made posttests derived 
from the items discussed during LREs (Loewen, 2002, 2005; Shekary & Tahririan, 2006; 
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Williams, 2001). However, because the testing can be done only after the incidental focus on 
form has occurred, it is not possible to investigate the learner’s prior knowledge of the 
targeted items. Nevertheless, if an error in production has occurred or a question about an 
item has been raised, it could be seen as a clear indication of the learner’s difficulty with that 
item in his/her IL system (Ellis et al., 2001b; Swain, 2001). Thus, learning can be 
operationalized as an increase in the accurate use of the targeted forms in subsequent 
contexts (Loewen, 2005; Williams, 2001).  
In spite of the obscurity of designing tailor-made posttests, several recent studies have 
explored the relationship between noticing and L2 learning by individually testing the 
linguistic items that have arisen incidentally during oral interaction  in face-to-face (Loewen, 
2002, 2005; Williams, 2001) as well as in online chat (Shekary & Tahririan, 2006). Unlike 
Williams (2001), which was fairly limited in scope, Loewen’s (2005) and Shekary and 
Tahririan’s (2006) studies went one step further and were more sophisticated with regard to 
their evaluation scope and research design. For example, Loewen’s (2005) quasi-
experimental study examined the effectiveness of incidental focus on form in promoting 
SLA. A total of 491 FFEs were identified, and two posttests were created based on those 
identified FFEs. The results revealed that learners were able to recall the targeted linguistic 
information correctly or partially correctly nearly 60% of the time one day after the FFE, 
and 50% of the time two weeks later. Furthermore, successful uptake in a FFE was found to 
be a significant predictor of correct test scores through logistic regression analyses. These 
results suggest that incidental focus on form might be beneficial to learners, particularly if 
they incorporate the targeted linguistic items into their own production. Loewen’s study 
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apparently has brought incidental focus-on-form studies to another level because more 
characteristics related to LREs were put into the measurement. Following Loewen (2005), 
Shekary and Tahririan (2005) also explored the occurrence of incidental noticing and its 
effect on learners’ subsequent production in a SCMC interface through the identification of 
LREs and administration of two posttests. The study revealed that the learners did focus on 
form and that the ratio of LREs far exceeded those reported in previous offline settings. The 
results of the posttests showed that learners could remember more than 75% of the LREs in 
the immediate posttest and 56.7% in the delayed posttest. Considering the distribution of the 
characteristics of the LREs, logistic regression analysis revealed that learners needed to 
produce successful uptake in order to receive the most benefit from online negotiation of 
meaning.   
The current study partially replicated Loewen (2005) with an attempt to contribute to 
the growing body of empirical studies on noticing by investigating the negotiation of 
meaning between learners’ of different proficiency levels in both NES-NNES and NNES-
NNES dyads with respect to both linguistic and sociolinguistic features. 
RESEARCH QUESTIONS 
Previous studies in SCMC have suggested that when viewed in the context of 
interaction theory, the hybrid nature of SCMC makes online negotiation a potentially useful 
tool for collaborative second language learning (Chun, 1994; Kern, 1995; Shekary & 
Tahririan, 2006). Besides, under the interactionist framework (Long, 1981, 1991, 1996), it is 
also important to examine to what extent proficiency may impact the quantity and quality of 
interaction between learners (Iwashita, 2001). Therefore, the present study investigated the 
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potential impact that SCMC may have on fostering incidental noticing and its effectiveness 
on L2 development. In addition, the study also recruited learners of two different proficiency 
levels (low-intermediate and advanced) in order to examine if proficiency has any 
significant impact on L2 learners’ noticing and their subsequent learning. As a result, the 
research questions are: 
1. Do learners of different proficiency levels in both NES-NNES and NNES-NNES 
dyads similarly notice the gap in their IL during negotiation of meaning in the 
context of synchronous task-based negotiations?  
2. Do learners of different proficiency levels in both NES-NNES and NNES-NNES 
dyads similarly notice linguistic and pragmatic aspects of language during 
negotiation of meaning in the context of synchronous task-based negotiations? 
3. Does incidental noticing have similar, if any, effect on subsequent SLA of learners 
with different proficiency levels in both NES-NNES dyads and NNES-NNES 
dyads?  
4. Do learners’ proficiency levels along with other characteristics of LREs similarly 
predict their L2 learning in a text-based CMC setting in the NES-NNES and 
NNES-NNES dyads? 
METHODOLOGY 
This quasi-experimental study focused on the naturally-occurring negotiation of 
meaning and the occurrence of incidental noticing as well as its effect on SLA between 
learners of different proficiency levels in two different types of dyads: NES-NNES and 
NNES-NNES dyads. 
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Participants 
The study involved 60 participants (16 NES-NNES dyads and 14 NNES-NNES dyads) 
who were all students in their sophomore to senior year of college and were aged from 19 to 
23. All participants volunteered to participate in this study in order to partially fulfill course 
requirements. Sixteen NESs (one male and fifteen females) were all undergraduate pre-
service teachers and were taking an ESL methods course from a university in Texas. Out of 
156 students majoring in Applied Foreign Language who were from three writing courses in 
a national university in Taiwan, forty-four NNESs (nine males and thirty-five females) were 
selected based on their proficiency test scores. Learners’ language proficiency which was 
measured by the intermediate level Reading and Writing portions of General English 
Proficiency Test (GEPT),10 with a mean of 48/100 and a SD of 13.2. Given that prior 
research has shown that learners engage in more negotiation of meaning in mixed-proficient 
dyads than in same-proficient dyads (Iwashita, 2001; Porter, 1986; Varonis & Gass, 1985), 
learners of two different proficient levels were selected, in which the 22 lowest scoring 
students were defined as being at the low-intermediate level whereas the 22 highest scoring 
students were considered as advanced.11 At random, eight low-intermediate (Group A) and 
eight advanced NNESs (Group B) were paired with 16 NESs to form the 16 NES-NNES 
dyads; another 14 advanced NNESs (Group C) and 14 low-intermediate NNESs (Group D) 
                                                 
10 GEPT is the most widely accepted English language testing measurement in Taiwan, and most of the 
universities in Taiwan have been using students’ GEPT scores as an indication of students’ English proficiency 
or even a criterion for graduation. There are three levels of the GEPT available, including beginning, 
intermediate, and advanced levels. The reasons that the current study decided to employ the intermediate level 
of the GEPT were based on the researcher’s observations of the EFL participants’ English proficiency, the EFL 
instructor’s recommendation, and level of difficulty of the test.  
11 It should be noted that the low-intermediate and the advanced levels were categorized by the learners’ scores 
of the intermediate level of the GEPT rather than the results of administering different levels of the GEPT on 
the learners.  
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were paired to form the 14 mixed-proficiency NNES-NNES dyads. In other words, there 
were two proficiency levels (low-intermediate and advanced) in both NES-NNES and 
NNES-NNES dyads. Furthermore, a one-way ANOVA was conducted to verify if there 
were significant differences between the GEPT test scores across the four groups. As 
expected, significant differences were only found (p = .00) between any two groups of 
different proficiency levels, i.e., between Group A and B, A and C, B and D, and C and D.   
All of the dyads were asked to engage in online text-based chats through MSN Instant 
Messenger, free software available on the Microsoft webpage, for around 60 minutes per 
week in an eight-week span (see Table 10).  
TABLE 10 
Timeline and Procedures of the Treatment 
Timeline Procedures 
Week 1 Orientation 
Week 2-3 Ice-breaking & rapport building activities 
Week 4-6 First task: Jigsaw  
Week 7-9 Second task: Decision-making 
Week 10 Immediate posttest 
Week 13 Delayed posttest 
 
After each chat, each dyad sent their chat-scripts with the timestamps on it to the 
researcher electronically. All participants and instructors were told that the study aimed to 
examine online interaction during collaborative tasks, and the participants were encouraged 
to solve any potential communication problems via the negotiation of meaning.  
Treatment  
To ensure that all participants were comfortable using computers, the first week was 
the orientation, in which the participants received detailed information and requirements for 
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participating in this study. Following the orientation, the next two weeks were used for ice-
breaking and rapport-building. Rapport-building between peers is important because it has 
the potential effect to “enhance learning, motivate learners, and reduce learner anxiety” 
(Jiang & Ramasy, 2005, p. 47). After knowing each other to a certain degree, each dyad 
started two communicative tasks that required information exchange and negotiation of 
meaning. One way of provoking students to realize the gaps in their interlanguage is asking 
them to negotiate meaning through communicative task-based activities because during this 
process, students usually notice their linguistic deficiencies, including lexical, grammatical, 
phonological, semantic, or pragmatic in nature (Blake, 2000). In the present study, the two 
tasks, including jigsaw and decision-making, were drawn and modified from Chen (2008).12 
With the jigsaw task, the participants possess different pieces of a puzzle needed for a 
solution and therefore must work collaboratively to converge on a single outcome; with the 
decision-making task, the participants have equal access to all relevant facts but are not 
necessarily forced to converge on any common solution (Pica et al., 1993). The first 
treatment lasted from weeks 4 to 6 (jigsaw task), and the second from weeks 7 to 9 
(decision-making task) (see Appendix A & B).  
Coding Procedures  
The coding procedures included, first of all, the identification of LREs in the learners’ 
chat logs and then the identification of the characteristics of the LREs. Each step is 
illustrated in detail as follows: 
                                                 
12 The only modification to Chen’s (2008) study was the inclusion of more pictures in the jigsaw task. Since 
Chen’s study only included NES-NNES dyads, a set of Chinese pictures was for the NNESs and another set of 
western pictures for NESs. However, since the current study included both NES-NNES and NNES-NNES 
dyads, some pictures of the well-known western figures, such as Martin Luther King and Michael Jackson, 
were added to the set of western pictures. 
 99
TABLE 11 
Characteristics of LREs for Learners of Different Proficiency Levels 
Characteristics Definition Categories 
Type  When an LRE is 
instigated 
Reactive: Error correction  
Preemptive: Learner-initiated query  
Linguistic focus Linguistic target Grammar/Vocabulary /Spelling/Pragmaticsa 
Source The reason to 
instigate an LRE 
Code: Inaccurate use of linguistic item with no apparent 
miscommunication 
Message: Problem understanding meaning 
Complexity Length  Simple: Only one response move 
Complex: More than one response move 
Directness Explicitness of the 
feedback 
Indirect: Implicit (e.g., recast, clarification request, or 
repetition) 
Direct: Explicit (e.g., metalingual explanation) 
Emphasis Combination of 
complexity and 
directness 
Light: Indirect and simple 
Heavy: Direct, complex, or both 
Response Type of feedback 
provided by the 
peer 
Provision: A participant gives information about a 
language form by using a recast or an inform (e.g., a 
definition, an example, an explanation, or signaling the 
problem). 
Elicitation: A participant attempts to draw out from 
NNES a language form or information about a language 
form (e.g., clarification request, repetition, or prompt). 
Timing When the response 
occurs 
Immediate: The feedback occurs in the turn following the 
trigger.  
Deferred: The feedback occurs more than one turn after 
the trigger occurred 
Uptake NNS response to 
feedback 
Uptake: NNES acknowledges or produces the linguistic 
information provided in the response.  
No uptake: NNES produces no response 
Successful uptake Quality of student 
response 
Successful uptake: NNES incorporates linguistic 
information into production. 
Unsuccessful uptake: NNES does not incorporate 
linguistic information into production. 
Proficiencyb Learner’s 
proficiency level 
Low: LRE triggered by learners of low-intermediate 
proficiency level 
High: LRE triggered by learners of advanced proficiency 
level 
Modified from Loewen (2005, p. 376). 
 
a In the current study, pragmatics-related LREs were also investigated in the coding process since this 
study involved participants from different cultures and no study has investigated the relationship between 
incidental noticing of pragmatics and L2 learners’ subsequent learning in a SCMC setting. 
b As noted, proficiency level was added as an additional variable in the characteristics of LREs due to its 
potential effect on incidental noticing.  
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1. Identifying Linguistic-related Episodes (LREs): LREs are mini-dialogues, in which 
learners, either explicitly or implicitly, ask or talk about language or question their own 
or/and interlocutors’ language use (Swain, 2000; Swain & Lapkin, 1998). The LREs have 
been used for assessing noticing and its effect on learners’ subsequent SLA (Loewen, 2005; 
Shekary & Tahririan, 2006; Swain; Williams, 2001). Each LRE consists of three discourse 
moves: trigger, response, and uptake (optional), and it starts when the conversation is 
temporarily switched from focus-on-meaning to focus-on-form and ends when either the 
topic changes back to focus on meaning or a different linguistic form (Loewen, 2005). The 
following incidents were not coded as the occurrences of LREs, including: (1) when a 
problem was raised during discussion, but the problem was not related to linguistic or 
sociolinguistic form (i.e. grammar, vocabulary, spelling, or pragmatics); (2) when a 
linguistic error occurred, but the participants failed to or did not address it for whatever 
reason; and (3) when learners corrected their errors by themselves. 
2. Identify the Characteristics of the LREs: All of the LREs identified were then coded 
into ten potentially influential characteristics for L2 learning, suggested by Loewen (2002, 
2004, 2005) (see Table 11). 
Given that the impact of learners’ proficiency level on incidental noticing was the main 
focus of the current study, “proficiency” was added as an additional characteristic of LREs 
in order to explore the relationship between proficiency level and L2 learners’ learning 
outcome. An example of the coding scheme is illustrated in Table 12.  
The NNES didn’t understand the word overwhelming produced by the NES and asked 
for further explanation. Because the NNES raised a question, the type of the LRE was coded 
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as preemptive (learner-initiated). Meanwhile, because the LRE focused on the word 
overwhelming, the linguistic focus is vocabulary. Given that the linguistic item, 
overwhelming, being negotiated was needed in order to keep the conversation going, it is, 
therefore, a message-related LRE. Also, the LRE contains both multiple responses and 
uptake moves, so it is classified as complex. The NES’ responses involved explicit 
explanation, which makes it a direct LRE. Complex, direct responses might make LREs 
much more salient than simple, indirect responses. Since this LRE is both complex and 
direct, a heavy emphasis is assumed. In addition, the NES’ responses involved the provision 
of explicit information, and the feedback provided by the NES occurred in more than one 
turn following the trigger, so the timing of the LRE is deferred. Finally, the NNES 
acknowledged the answer provided by the NES, which is an uptake move. Since the NNES 
failed to incorporate linguistic information provided in the response into production, the 
uptake is considered unsuccessful. 
TABLE 12 
Example of Coding Scheme for Learners of Different Proficiency Levels 
Episode B48  Characteristics 
Category 
Type  Preemptive      
Linguistic focus Vocabulary    
Source   Message 
Complexity   Complex 
Directness   Direct 
Emphasis   Heavy 
Response Provision 
Timing Deferred 
Uptake Uptake     
NES: I hear so many things from different sources  
and it's overwhelming sometimes  
NNES: what is overwhelming?  
NES: I've had professors that talk about global  
warming and how serious it is, and then I've 
heard from other professors that it's a hoax  
made by politicians  
NNES: really 
NES: overwhelming is ... 
NES: when something is a lot to take it, when a 
          situation or something, is hard to deal with 
NNES: out of control? 
NES: yes kind of like that 
NNES: very busy? 
NES: similar, but no exactly the same 
NNES: oh 
Successful 
uptake 
Unsuccessful     
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Posttests and Test Items  
After the LREs were identified, two individualized tailor-made posttests (immediate 
and delayed) relating to the linguistic and sociolinguistic items targeted in each LRE were 
created, and the NNSs who were responsible for triggering the specific LREs were tested for 
those items. Thus, the number of the test questions for each dyad in each posttest varied 
from one another. These posttests were used as an index of subsequent learning during 
negotiation of meaning. In order to ensure that the test items of the immediate posttest 
would not affect the learners’ responses to the delayed posttest, it was not appropriate to use 
the same items triggered in the LREs for both posttests. As a result, for each learner, a half 
of the total test items were randomly assigned to the immediate posttest items, and another 
half to the delayed posttest items. With regard to the timing of administering delayed 
posttests, previous experimental studies on incidental noticing vary greatly; some have no 
delayed posttests at all (e.g., Branden, 1997; Ellis, Basurkmen, & Loewen, 2001a, 2001b; 
Lai & Zhao, 2006; Loewen, 2003a,2004; Murphy, 2002; Williams, 1999), and most of them 
administer their delayed posttests in a certain number of days after the treatment, ranging 
from one to 14 days (e.g., Loewen, 2002, 2003b, 2005; Loewen & Philp, 2006; Williams, 
2001). In order to increase the reliability of the claims made on the long-term effect of 
incidental noticing on L2 learning, the current study administered the immediate posttest one 
week after the treatment and the delayed posttest three weeks after the immediate posttest.   
Both posttests were administrated in the learners’ regular classroom in written forms. 
The test items were constructed as closely as possible based on the LREs. In addition, four 
templates, Suppliance, Correction, Spelling, and Pragmatics, were developed (see Table 13).  
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TABLE 13 
Sample of Test Types and the Corresponding LREs for Learners of Different 
Proficiency Levels 
Test Type Test Item Corresponding LRE 
Suppliance What does the word “overwhelming” 
mean in the following sentence? 
“Sometimes, it's overwhelming to hear 
so many things from different sources.”
See the example in Table 3. 
Correction The following sentence is incorrect or 
inappropriate. Rewrite/correct it:  
I was very surprised when my sister 
said, ”Thank you for encourage me!” 
this morning because I thought she was 
still made at me.  
NNES 1: Thank you for encourage me. 
NNES 2: No problem. After I had some 
foreign friends, I now can speak English 
better. 
NNES 2: Miss..it is “Thank you for 
encouraging me.” 
NNES 1: oh, haha 
Spelling Please choose the correct spelling for 
the following blank: I like my 
boyfriend very much because I think he 
is very          . 
(A) hadsome (B) hansome (C) 
handsome (D) hendsome 
NNES 1: I think our new teacher is 
hansome.  
NNES 2: hansome---->handsome, I think 
you want to spell this word 
NNES 2: right? 
NNES 1: yes 
NNES 1: I didn’t notice that 
NNES 2: hum 
Pragmatics Please rewrite the following 
inappropriate sentence:  
A student says to his professor: “Dr. 
Lee. I cannot hear you. Speak louder.”  
NNES: how to say "speak louder" politely? 
NNES: can I use '' speak louder'' to the 
professor? 
NES: yes but i would say “please” 
NES or say could you please speak louder 
NNES: ok, I see.  
 
Suppliance. Suppliance (vocabulary) tests were used primarily for LREs related to 
vocabulary and required learners to provide linguistic information about a word or phrase 
based on the original contexts in the corresponding LREs. 
Correction. In correction (grammar) tests, learners were asked to rewrite or correct the 
ungrammatical sentences that they had produced in the LREs. 
Spelling. In spelling tests, learners were asked to choose the correct spelling of the 
words that they failed to spell correctly in the LREs.  
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Pragmatics. In this test, learners were asked to provide the appropriate pragmalingusitc 
word, phrase, or discourse related to sociolinguistic concepts that they had produced 
inappropriately or encountered difficulties with during the LREs.13   
Scoring of Test Items 
The scoring criteria were adopted from Loewen (2005). Learners’ responses to the test 
items were scored as (a) Correct: if the learner produced a response that correctly matched 
the targeted linguistic or sociolinguistic item in the LRE; (b) Partially correct: if the learner 
produced a response that improved on the targeted linguistic or sociolinguistic error in some 
way but was still not totally accurate; and (c) Incorrect: if the learner did not correctly 
produce the linguistic or sociolinguistic item in the LRE. 
Data Analysis 
All inferential statistics in the current study were performed by using SPSS 15.0. To 
answer the first research question, descriptive statistics for the occurrence of LREs of all 
dyads were calculated. After that, two independent two-sample t-tests were performed to test 
if there were any significant differences in the number of LREs generated by the learners of 
different proficiency levels within the NES-NNES and the NNES-NNES dyads respectively. 
Another two independent two-sample t-tests was administered across the two dyadic types 
to examine the effect of the interlocutors’ proficiency levels on in the number of LREs 
produced by the learners.   
                                                 
13 In the present study, since the pragmatic test items were completely based on the LREs that each student was 
responsible for during the negotiation, the baseline data for measuring each L2 learners’ interlanguage 
pragmatics could be assumed to be coming from only one source of input—each EFL learner’s respective 
partner. 
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To answer the second research question, the distribution of linguistic (grammar, 
vocabulary, and spelling) and pragmatic-related LREs were calculated for each of the four 
groups. Examples of pragmatic-related LREs were provided as well. 
To answer the third research question, the distribution of tested and untested LREs for 
each dyad and the descriptive statistics of the learners’ test responses were calculated. 
Pearson’s chi-square tests were used within each of the groups to reveal if the learners’ 
proficiency levels significantly correlated with their correct test responses. In addition, in 
order to compare if there were any significant differences between the test responses of the 
learners’ of different proficiency levels, and the immediate, the delayed test, and the 
combination of both posttests, another three chi-square analyses were implemented across 
the four groups. The significance level for all of the chi-square tests was set at alpha = .05. 
As suggested by Loewen (2005), adjusted standardized residuals of greater than the 
magnitude of 2.0 were used to serve as the threshold for identifying if there were any 
significant differences of the data examined. 
To answer the fourth research question, multi-factorial logistic regression analyses 
were administered on each test type of both NES-NNES and NNES-NNES dyads separately 
in order to uncover the best model to describe the relationship between the dependent 
variable (test responses) and independent variables (the 11 characteristics of  
LREs, including proficiency level).14 Each independent variable was added to the logistic 
regression equation one by one, and each step added the variable that would result in the 
                                                 
14 Since there were not enough sample size for Group C, with a total of 57 LREs for the two posttests (n = 23, 
17, 17 and 0 for the correction, suppliance, spelling, and pragmatics accordingly), the logistic regression 
analyses were not performed on this group. 
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greatest change to the model. If an independent variable did not make a significant 
contribution to the model, it was excluded. The procedure selected the most significant 
variables until there were no more independent variables in the data set (Hosmer & 
Lemeshow, 2000). Same as Loewen (2005) and Shekary and Tahririan (2006), an alpha 
level of .15 to .20 was chosen for the stepwise logistic regression in the present study since 
an alpha level of .05 was considered too rigid (Hosmer & Lemeshow, 2000). Moreover, in 
order to provide enough samples for logistic regression, the immediate and delayed posttest 
results were combined. 
TABLE 14 
Binary Variables of Logistic Regression for Learners of Different Proficiency Levels 
Variable Value=0 Value=1 
Test score Incorrect Correct 
Type  Reactive Preemptive 
Linguistic focus a --  -- 
Source Code Message 
Complexity Simple Complex 
Directness Direct Indirect 
Emphasis Light Heavy 
Response Provision Elicitation 
Timing Immediate Deferred 
Uptake No uptake Uptake 
Successful uptake Unsuccessful uptake Successful uptake 
Proficiency Low proficiency level High proficiency level 
a Not reducible to a binary distinction 
Because logistic regression analysis is only feasible for binary dependent variables, 
this study combined partially correct and correct test responses because both categories 
reflected learning in some degree. By doing this, the originally trichotomous coding 
categories for the test responses (correct, partially correct, and incorrect) become binary 
categories. As for the independent variables, even though logistic regression analysis does 
allow for polychotomous independent variables, the interpretation of exponentiation of the 
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Beta—exp (B)—is problematic for more than two categories (Loewen, 2002, 2005; Shekary 
& Tahririan, 2006). Exp (B) is the parameter of interest in logistic regression analysis 
because it estimates how much more likely it is for an outcome to occur among variables 
with value (1) than those with value (0). For example, if the dependent variable (test 
response) is coded as 0 = incorrect and 1 = correct, and independent variable of complexity 
(coded as 0 = simple and 1 = complex) has exp (B) of 3, then the correct response is three 
times more likely to occur in complex LREs than in simple LREs in the data set (Loewen, 
2005). Thus, for the sake of the interpretation of the results, the independent variables were 
also made as binary in the current study (see Table 14). Loewen’s (2005) and Shekary & 
Tahririan’s (2006) studies were chosen for comparison because no other study has used 
binary logistic regression to identify which characteristics of LREs could best predict 
learners’ learning outcome.  
Reliability of Coding 
The researcher of the present study coded all of the LREs first. To estimate the  
reliability of the coding of the LREs, a colleague, who was trained by the researcher, coded 
50% of the LREs and the NNESs’ test responses on both posttests. Then, the kappa 
coefficients for both LREs and posttests coding were calculated (k = .95). In order to ensure 
the construct reliability of the test items, two trained EFL instructors reviewed all test items 
based on the related LREs. When any disagreement occurred, both of them negotiated to 
reach an agreement on the problematic LREs. As a result, they jointly agreed with 96% of 
the total test items. 
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RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
Research Question One 
The first research question is intended to discover the occurrence of the learners’ 
noticing in a SCMC setting, i.e., to examine if learners of different proficiency levels in both 
NES-NNES and NNES-NNES dyads similarly notice the gap in their interlanguage during 
negotiation of meaning in the context of synchronous task-based negotiations.  
The effect of learners’ proficiency level on noticing. As shown in Table 15, the 30 
dyads (four groups) produced 828 LREs in total (mean = 27.6, SD = 10.92). Among them, 
Group A produced a total of 254 LREs (mean = 31.75, SD = 10.57), Group B 231 LREs 
(mean = 28.88, SD = 14.07), Group C 76 LREs (mean = 5.43, SD = 4.48), and Group D 267 
LREs (mean = 19.07, SD = 8.69) during the treatment period.  
In order to examine the effect of the learners’ proficiency levels on the number of 
LREs produced, two independent two-sample t-tests were performed to test if there were 
significant differences in the number of LREs generated by the learners of different 
proficiency levels within the NES-NNES and the NNES-NNES dyads respectively. The 
result showed that there were no significant differences between the low-intermediate and 
advanced learners in the NES-NNES dyads (n = 16, p = .311, α = .05); however, significant 
differences were found between the low- intermediate and advanced learners in the NNES-
NNES dyads (n = 14, p = .00, α = .05). 
For the NES-NNES dyads, the results indicated that the learners of different 
proficiency levels similarly noticed the gaps in their IL, but the low-intermediate NNESs 
had slightly more LREs than the advanced NNSs while interacting with NESs. These results 
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resonate with those reported in Gaies (1982), in which NSs would utilize more input 
modifications while interacting with lower-proficient NNSs than higher-proficient NNSs. 
TABLE 15 
Total LREs of Learners with Different Proficiency Levels and Dyadic Types 
Dyadic Type    Proficiency Dyads # LRE# Proficiency Dyads # LRE# 
Dyad 1 35 Dyad 9 13 
Dyad 2 30 Dyad 10 28 
Dyad 3 32 Dyad 11 49 
Dyad 4 48 Dyad 12 44 
Dyad 5 38 Dyad 13 32 
Dyad 6 16 Dyad 14 11 
Dyad 7 18 Dyad 15 18 
Dyad 8 37 Dyad 16 36 
NES-NNES 
Dyads 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Low- 
intermediate 
 (Group A) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Total 254 
Advanced 
(Group B) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Total 231 
Dyadic Type Proficiency Dyads # LRE# Proficiency Dyads # LRE#
Dyad 17 11 Dyad 17 26 
Dyad 18 9 Dyad 18 11 
Dyad 19 5 Dyad 19 24 
Dyad 20 0 Dyad 20 39 
Dyad 21 2 Dyad 21 15 
Dyad 22 8 Dyad 22 5 
Dyad 23 0 Dyad 23 11 
Dyad 24 0 Dyad 24 26 
Dyad 25 3 Dyad 25 21 
Dyad 26 10 Dyad 26 15 
Dyad 27 1 Dyad 27 21 
Dyad 28 5 Dyad 28 10 
Dyad 29 10 Dyad 29 22 
Dyad 30 12 Dyad 30 21 
NNES-NNES 
Dyads 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Advanced 
 (Group C) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Total 76 
Low- 
intermediate 
(Group D) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Total 267 
 
For the NNES-NNES dyads, the results showed that the low-intermediate learners 
demonstrated significantly more instances of noticing the gaps in their IL than did their 
advanced-proficient counterparts. This suggests that the effect of proficiency levels do come 
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into play when it comes to the NNES-NNES dyads. Similar results were found in Iwashita’s 
(2001) study, in which (1) lower-proficient learners modified their output (noticed the gaps 
in their IL) more while interacting with higher-proficient learners than with low-proficient 
peers; and (2) high-proficient learners did not modified their output as much when 
interacting with lower-proficient learners than with learners of similar, or higher, proficiency 
level.  
However, according to Lier and Matsuo (2000), more proficient learners may benefit 
greatly from conversing with less proficient peers because they will practice a range of 
conversational skills which are quite similar to those used by NSs in similar situations. If 
that is the case, it can be speculated that the advanced learners in the NNES-NNES dyads 
would also benefit considerably from interacting with their low-intermediate peers. 
The effect of interlocutors’ proficiency level on noticing. In order to examine the effect 
of the interlocutors’ proficiency levels on the number of LREs produced by the learners, 
another two independent two-sample t-tests was administrated to examine if there were any 
significant differences in the number of LREs between the two low-intermediate groups (A 
and D) and between the two advanced groups (B and C).  
The results showed that there were statistically significant differences between the two 
low-intermediate groups (p = .013, α = .05). When the low-intermediate learners were 
interacting with the NESs, they generated significantly more LREs than with advanced 
NNESs. Likewise, significant differences were also found between the two advanced groups 
(p = .00, α = .05), i.e. while the advanced students were interacting with NESs, they 
generated significantly more LREs than with the low-intermediate NNESs. In other words, 
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both low-intermediate and advanced learners produced significantly more LREs while 
interacting with the NESs than with the different-proficient NNESs. This finding resonates 
with William’s (2001) study, in which she found that lower-proficiency learners tended to 
pay more attention and better retained the information provided by their NS teachers, but not 
provided by their NNS peers. She concluded that NSs play an important role in providing 
negative and positive linguistic evidence and in calling the learner’s attention to it.  
Therefore, in order to better promote L2 learners’ incidental noticing, it is important to 
include NESs in the two-way communication in the CMC setting. Although existing 
literature has endorsed the positive effects of NNS-NNS interactions (Porter 1983, Smith, 
2003a, 2004), research on NS-NNS interactions has found that NSs’ responses to NNSs’ 
nontargetlike utterances usually involve more elaboration, more repetition, slower speech 
rate, more questions, more linguistic correction, more explicit and implicit feedback, 
simplified lexical items, less complex sentence structures, and more tolerance for abrupt 
topic shifts (Long, 1983, 1996, Long & Porter, 1985; McGroarty, 1990; Rulon & McCreary, 
1986; Varonis & Gass, 1985). Gass & Varonis’ (1994) study, for example, found that both 
modified input and negotiation in NS-NNS interactions would result in NNSs’ greater 
understanding of the engaged conversation as well as their immediate task performance 
when compared with NNS-NNS interactions. Additionally, compared to NNSs, NSs may 
have a natural advantage in terms of their procedural knowledge (the ability to do things) 
about how to use the target language and how to behave appropriately in the target culture 
(Pasternak & Bailey, 2004). Taken together, the effect of the interlocutors’ proficiency 
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levels on the number of LREs produced by the learners has evidenced to be significant in the 
current research.  
In sum, the findings for the first research question indicated that the task-based 
language learning framework promoted learners’ noticing of their linguistic and 
sociolinguistic problems in general, given that each group generated certain amount of LREs. 
However, because the learners of different proficiency levels in both NES-NNES and 
NNES-NNES dyads didn’t similarly notice the gap in their interlanguage during negotiation 
of meaning in the context of SCMC, the answer to the first research question is negative. 
This finding supports Loewen’s (2003a) finding in a face-to-face setting, in which the 
number of FFEs per student differed greatly from 0 to 61.  
Research Question Two  
The second research is intended to find out if learners of different proficiency levels in 
both NES-NNES and NNES-NNES dyads similarly notice linguistic and pragmatic aspects 
of language during negotiation of meaning in the context of synchronous task-based 
negotiations.  
When dividing the data set in accordance with the four targeted linguistic and 
sociolinguistic features (grammar, vocabulary, spelling, and pragmatics) in the current study, 
the distribution of the four investigated features were similar among the four groups (see 
Figure 4). This result indicates that proficiency level did not appear to affect the distribution 
of the type of (socio)linguistic foci that the learners focused on during the LREs.  
According to Schmidt’s noticing hypothesis (1990), linguistic forms can serve as intake 
for language learning only if they are noticed by learners, and noticing is a necessary 
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condition for L2 acquisition; this requirement of noticing is meant to apply equally to all 
aspects of language (lexicon, phonology, grammatical form, and pragmatics). However, with 
respect to the pragmatic-related LREs, only 1.9% (1 out of 254) of the total LREs were 
pragmatic-related in Group A, 3% (7 out of 231) in Group B, 0% (0 out of 76) in Group C, 
and .4% (1 out of 267) in Group D, i.e. the learners of both dyads overwhelmingly focused 
on the lexical and grammatical issues during the negotiated meaning rather than the 
pragmatic aspects of language. Therefore, the answer to the second research question is 
negative.  
FIGURE 4 
Quantities of Grammar-, Vocabulary-, Spelling-, and Pragmatics-related LREs Generated by 
the Four Groups 
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This finding is consistent with Bardovi-Harlig and Dornyei’s (1998) experimental 
study, in which EFL learners and their teachers consistently identified and ranked 
grammatical errors as more serious than pragmatic errors, and ESL learners and their 
teachers showed the opposite pattern. This finding supports the notion that teaching 
pragmatic knowledge tends be neglected in EFL contexts at the expense of overly 
emphasizing grammatical accuracy.  
FIGURE 5 
Examples of Pragmatics-related LREs between Learners of Different  
Proficiency Levels 
 
Example 1 (politeness): NNES-NNES 
Low-intermediate NNES : Can I borrow your book tomorrow? 
Advanced NNES: If you want to make some request[s]. It’s more polite, if you use could instead of can 
Advanced NNES 1: hum~ 
Advanced NNES 1: I see. 
 
Example 2 (distance): NES vs. low-intermediate NNES 
NNES: should I say hello or hey to my classmate 
NES:  say hey 
NES:  because its a peer 
NES:  someone your age 
NNES: hmm? 
 
Example 3 (formality): NES vs. advanced NNES 
NNES: I’ll be really thankful for your help. 
NES:  I would probably say something in terms of “Thank you soooo much!” 
NES:  more casual conversation 
NNES: m 
NES:  does that help? 
NES:  a little? 
NNES: YES!! A LOT. 
Example 4 (directness): NES vs. advanced NNES 
NNES: now I do really need some help because I am now planning the annual dance  
 party 
NES:  start the sentence with what you want to say not now 
NES:  example: 
NES:  I really need some help. 
NES:  or “I am planning the annual dance party” 
NES:  not I am now planning the annual dance party. 
NNES: aww, say it directly! 
NES:  yes 
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Examining the targeted pragmatic features negotiated in those eight LREs in the NES-
NNES dyads showed that various issues related to pragmatics were addressed, including 
four LREs on politeness, two on formality, one on distance, one on directness; the only 
pragmatic LRE in the NNES-NNES dyads was about politeness. A few examples are shown 
in Figure 5. 
Since the number of the pragmatic-related LREs across the four groups is fairly small, 
it is too arbitrary to make any claim on the effect of proficiency on pragmatic noticing. 
However, given the fact that the NES-NNES dyads produced more pragmatic-related LREs 
than the NNES-NNES dyads (8 vs. 1) implicates that the NESs may be more sensitive to 
their interlocutors’ pragmatic performance than the learners in the NNES-NNES dyads. It 
also indicates the importance of offering NNSs legitimate access to NSs because most of the 
EFL classrooms are test-driven and tend to emphasize micro-level grammatical competence 
at the expense of macro-level pragmatic appropriateness (Bardovi-Harlig & Dornyei, 1998). 
EFL learners have limited access to communicative opportunities with NSs and usually lack 
pragmatic awareness.  
In a SCMC environment, Tudini (2003) examined the negotiation of meaning and 
modification of output raised from the interaction between NNSs-NSs of Italian in a NS chat 
room. The results showed that an online chat room could potentially facilitate SLA, and 
conversing with NSs in a chat room would provide NNSs “an authentic and purposeful 
cross-cultural experience” (p. 157).  
Some research on IL pragmatics and proficiency has found that proficiency is not 
correlated with learners’ pragmatic awareness (Takahashi, 2005). However, given that seven 
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out of the total eight pragmatic LREs in the NES-NNES dyads were generated by the 
advanced learners, this may implicate that more proficient learners may have higher 
pragmatic awareness. This assumption aligns with Bardovi-Harlig and Dornyei’s (1998) 
finding, in which ESL learners with higher proficiency were found to have higher pragmatic 
awareness. 
Finally, the small number of pragmatic-related LREs in the current study implicates 
that simple exposure to the target language is insufficient because pragmatic functions and 
relevant contextual factors are often not salient to learners, and it is very difficult for L2 
learners to notice or even pick up the pragmatic norms by themselves without directing their 
attention to form (Matsumura, 2003; Takahashi, 2005). As Schmidt (1993) argues, attention 
to “linguistic forms, functional meanings, and the relevant contextual features” is necessary 
for pragmatic learning to occur” (p. 35). On the other hand, Tudini’s (2007) study on NS-
NNS interaction in a chat room has evidenced that learners did notice some limited 
pragmatic features incidentally while engaging in online meaning negotiation, which echoes 
LoCastro’s (2003) contention that “It is through target language interactions that the learner 
acquires comprehensible input, not only grammatical and lexical, but also input on how to 
enact speech acts, carry out redressive action, and show deference successfully for the L2 
target community” (p. 292). Therefore, in order to induce more pragmatic noticing in both 
NS-NNS and NNS-NNS interactions, it may be essential to have learners engage in 
communicative tasks that are more conducive to negotiation of meaning on pragmatic 
aspects of language. 
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Research Question Three  
The third research question is intended to find out whether learners of different 
proficiency levels could similarly grasp and retain the forms they noticed during the online 
negotiation of meaning, i.e. to explore if incidental noticing have similar effect on 
subsequent SLA of learners with different proficiency levels in both NES-NNES dyads and 
NNES-NNES dyads.  
TABLE 16 
Tested Language-Related Episodes of NES-NNES Dyads 
Low-intermediate 
Learners of  
NES-NNES Dyads 
(Group A) 
Immediate 
Test LREs 
Delayed 
Test 
LREs 
Total 
Tested 
LREs 
Total 
untested 
LREs 
Total 
LREs 
Percent 
Tested 
1 17 17 34 1 35  
2 14 14 28 2 30  
3 16 16 32 0 32  
4 24 24 48 0 48  
5 18 17 35 3 38  
6 8 7 15 1 16  
7 9 8 17 1 18  
8 16 17 33 4 37  
Total 122 120 242 12 254  
Advanced Learners of 
NES-NNES Dyads 
(Group B) 
Immediate 
Test LREs 
Delayed 
Test 
LREs 
Total 
Tested 
LREs 
Total 
untested 
LREs 
Total 
LREs 
Percent 
Tested 
9 7 6 13 0 13  
10 13 13 26 2 28  
11 21 21 42 7 49  
12 19 19 38 6 44  
13 15 14 29 3 32  
14 6 5 11 0 11  
15 9 9 18 0 18  
16 18 18 36 0 36  
Total 108 105 213 18 231  
Grand Total  230 225 455 30 485  
 
 
The distribution of the tested and untested LREs. The distribution of the tested and 
untested LREs for the NES-NNES dyads is shown in Table 16 and for the NNES-NNES 
dyads in Table 17.  
 118
TABLE 17 
Tested Language-Related Episodes of NNES-NNES Dyads 
Advanced Learners 
Learners of  
NNES-NNES Dyads 
(Group C) 
Immediate 
Test LREs 
Delayed 
Test 
LREs 
Total 
Tested 
LREs 
Total 
untested 
LREsa 
Total 
LREs 
Percent 
Tested 
17 5 4 9 -- 11  
18 4 3 7 -- 9  
19 3 2 5 -- 5  
20 0 0 0 -- 0  
21 1 1 2 -- 2  
22 3 3 6 -- 8  
23 0 0 0 -- 0  
24 0 0 0 -- 0  
25 1 1 2 -- 3  
26 4 4 8 -- 10  
27 1 0 1 -- 1  
28 2 2 4 -- 5  
29 4 3 7 -- 10  
30 3 3 6 -- 12  
Total 31 26 57 -- 76  
Low-intermediate of 
NNES-NNES Dyads 
(Group D) 
Immediate 
Test LREs 
Delayed 
Test 
LREs 
Total 
Tested 
LREs 
Total 
untested 
LREs 
Total 
LREs 
Percent 
Tested 
17 9 9 18 -- 26  
18 4 4 8 -- 11  
19 11 11 22 -- 24  
20 17 17 34 -- 39  
21 6 5 11 -- 15  
22 3 2 5 -- 5  
23 5 4 9 -- 11  
24 13 12 25 -- 26  
25 10 10 20 -- 21  
26 7 6 13 -- 15  
27 10 10 20 -- 21  
28 4 4 8 -- 10  
29 7 7 14 -- 22  
30 6 6 12 -- 21  
Total 112 107 219 -- 267  
Grand Total  143 133 276 -- 343  
a The total number of the untested LREs of the 14 NNES-NNES dyads was 67 (19.5%). However, since the 
majority of the untested LREs in the present study resulted from each dyad’s inability to reach a conclusion or 
agreement with regard to the targeted linguistic or sociolinguistic forms, it is literally not possible to identify 
which learner in the NNES-NNES dyads should be held accountable for those unresolved LREs.  
 
Thirty out of the total of 485 NES-NNES LREs (6.2%) and 67 out of the total 343 
NNES-NNES LREs (19.5%) were untested because either the participants failed to or did 
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not solve the problem raised in the LREs or the raters failed to reach an agreement on the 
appropriateness of the test items. When examining each of the four groups (A, B, C, and D) 
separately, the distributions of the tested LREs were 242, 213, 57, and 219 for each of these 
four groups respectively. Similar to the distributions of the total LREs across the four groups 
reported earlier in Table 15, the discrepancies of the tested LREs between Group C and the 
other three groups were also notable. 
The test responses of the learners of different proficiency levels. The descriptive 
statistics of the learners’ test responses are displayed in Table 18.  
TABLE 18 
Test Responses of Learners of Different Proficiency Levels 
Immediate Delayed Total Dyadic Types Test Responses 
N % N % N % 
Correct 72 59 69 57.5 141 58.3
Partially Correct 14 1.5 8 6.7 22 9.1 
Incorrect 36 29.5 43 35.8 79 32.6
Low-intermediate Learners 
of 
NES-NNES Dyads 
(Group A) Total 122 120 242 
Correct 61 56.5 57 54.3 118 55.4
Partially Correct 11 10.2 8 7.6 19 8.9 
Incorrect 36 33.3 40 38.1 76 35.7
Advanced Learners of 
NES-NNES Dyads 
(Group B) 
Total 108 105 213 
Correct 23 74.2 20 76.9 43 75.4
Partially Correct 1 3.2 0 0 1 1.8 
Incorrect 7 22.6 6 23.1 13 22.8
Advanced Learners of 
NNES-NNES Dyads 
(Group C) 
Total 31 26 57 
Correct 65 58.0 68 63.6 133 60.7
Partially Correct 6 5.4 5 4.7 11 5.0 
Incorrect 41 36.6 34 31.8 75 34.3
Low-intermediate Learners 
of NNES-NNES Dyads 
(Group D) 
Total 112 107 219 
Correct 221 59.2 214 59.8 435 59.5
Partially Correct 32 8.5 21 5.8 53 7.3 
Incorrect 120 32.1 123 34.4 243 33.2
 
Total 
Total 373 358 731 
 
Combining the four groups, the learners generated 59.5% of the test responses correctly, 
7.3% of the test responses partially correctly, and 33.2% of the test responses incorrectly. 
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Within the NES-NNES dyads, the advanced learners (Group A) correctly recalled and 
reproduced 59% of the test items in the immediate posttest and 57.5% in the delayed posttest 
whereas the low-intermediate learners (Group B) correctly responded to 56.7 % of the test 
items in the immediate posttest and 54.3 % in the delayed posttest. The percentage 
differences of partially correct responses of the advanced learners between the two posttests 
(1.5% vs. 6.7 %) were slightly larger than those of the low-intermediate learners (10.2% vs. 
7.6%). Finally, the incorrect answer rates were 29.5% in the immediate and 35.8% in the 
delayed tests for the advanced learners while 33.3% and 38.1% for the low-intermediate 
learners respectively. 
Within the NNES-NNES dyads, the advanced learners (Group C) correctly recalled and 
reproduced 74.2% of the test items in the immediate posttest and 76.9% in the delayed 
posttest whereas the low-intermediate learners (Group D) correctly responded to 58% of the 
test items in the immediate posttest and 63.6% in the delayed posttest. The percentages of 
partially correct responses of the advanced learners of the two posttests were 3.2% and 0% 
whereas they were 5.4% and 4.7% for the low-intermediate learners. Finally, the incorrect 
answer rates were 22.6% in the immediate and 23.1% in the delayed tests for the advanced 
learners while 32.1% and 34.4% for the low-intermediate learners respectively. This result 
aligns with the finding in Williams’ (2001) study on NNS-NNS dyadic interaction, in which 
more proficient learners were more likely to transfer the targeted forms during LREs into 
long-term memory than less proficient learners. Nevertheless, the fact that the learners of 
both proficiency levels in NNES-NNES dyads performed better in the delayed posttest 
(63.6% for low-intermediate and 76.9% for the advanced) than the immediate posttest (58% 
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for low-intermediate and 74.2% for the advanced) may appear to be counterintuitive. One 
possible explanation may be that during the three weeks’ period of time between the 
immediate and delayed posttests, learners might have incidentally paid more attention to and 
“re-noticed” the forms that had been negotiated in the LREs.  
According to Takahashi (2005), learners’ higher awareness of the target forms is 
positively correlated with the appearance of those forms during their subsequent 
performance. Since the learners in the current study had noticed those targeted forms at least 
once in their LREs, it would be more likely for them to acquire those forms when their 
attention was drawn to the same forms again. Crookes and Rulon (1988) also suggested that 
if learners were to be exposed to or use the same linguistic forms over and over again, they 
would potentially have more possibilities to retain the negotiated linguistic elements.  
The descriptive statistics reported above showed that the differences in the test 
performance between the learners of different proficiency levels within the NES-NNES 
dyads seem negligible when compared to the NNES-NNES dyads. In addition, our results 
are somewhat close to those reported in Shekary and Tahririan (2006) (70.3% in immediate 
posttest and 56.7% in the delayed posttest) in SCMC. However, the results of the learners’ 
test performance are higher than those in Loewen (2005) (47.6% in immediate posttest and 
39.3% in the delayed posttest) in a face-to-face setting which may be attributed to the two 
unique features of CMC: visual information (Murphy, 2002) and more processing time for 
reading and typing messages (Smith, 2003a), which help the comprehension process and the 
acquisition of linguistic items. The contextual factor of medium is influential (Ellis, 2001), 
which helps to explain the discrepancy of learners’ test performance between Loewen’s 
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(2005) and the current study.  
While these scores may not seem particularly high, it should be remembered that the 
targeted linguistic items were addressed incidentally in collaborative dialogues that were not 
specifically designed to address these items (Loewen, 2003a). In short, the results of the 
learners’ test performance in the present study show that incidental noticing is effective for 
subsequent SLA in both NES-NNES and NNES-NNES task-based interactions through 
SCMC.  
The effect of proficiency on correct test responses. In order to examine if the learners’ 
proficiency levels significantly were correlated with their correct test responses on both 
posttests, chi-square analyses were performed both within and across these four groups.  
First of all, four Pearson’s chi-square analyses (α = .05) were used within each of the 
four groups separately.15 The results showed that there were no significant differences in the 
distribution of correct test responses between the immediate and delayed tests for each of 
these four groups, with X2(2, n = 242) = .316, p > .05 for Group A, X2(2, n = 213) = .678, p 
> .05 for Group B, X2(2, n = 57) = .652, p > .05 for Group C, and X2(2, n = 219) = .705, p 
> .05 for Group D. The residuals showed that the differences between incorrect, partially 
correct, and correct responses for these four groups were all quite small, ranging from the 
magnitude of .4 to 1.4.  
                                                 
15 In order to explore the possible relationship between the two posttest results, in addition to the chi-square 
analyses, the researcher also transformed the categorical data into numerical data by assigning two points to 
correct responses, one point to partially correct responses, and no point to incorrect responses. After 
calculating the percentage of each participant’s scores (divided by his/her maximum possible scores) in the 
immediate and the delayed tests, four paired t-test analyses (α =.05) were performed. The results showed that 
there were no significant differences between the learners’ performance in these two posttests, with p 
= .572, .641, .682, and .784 for Group A, B, C, and D respectively.  
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In order to vertically compare if there were any significant differences between the 
correct, partially correct, and incorrect test responses across the four groups in the 
immediate test, the delayed test, and the combination of both posttests, another three chi-
square analyses were implemented across the four groups respectively. The chi-square 
statistics were X2(6, n = 373) = .309, p > .05 for the immediate posttest, and X2(6, n = 358) 
= .390, p > .05 for the delayed posttest, and X2(6, n = 731) = .348, p > .05 for the 
combination of both posttests, which indicated that there were no significant differences 
existing in any test response categories between these two types of dyads. The residuals 
showed that the differences between the correct test responses of the two types of dyads in 
the immediate test, delayed test, and the combination of both posttests were smaller than 
plus or minus 2, ranging from the magnitude of .1 to 1.8.  
Based on the results of the chi-square analyses in the current study, the answer to the 
third research question is yes because the learners of different proficiency levels in both 
dyadic types could similarly retain the linguistic and sociolinguistic forms they had 
negotiated in the LREs over the three-week period between the immediate and the delayed 
posttest. The results of William’s (2001) study also indicated that in most cases, attention to 
form in the LRE was related to accurate performance on the test. Compared with Loewen 
(2005) and Shekary and Tahririan (2006), our results are promising because the learners 
performance decreased significantly from the immediate to the delayed posttests in those 
two studies. Even though VanPatten’s (1990) study found that it was difficult for both 
beginning and intermediate L2 learners to consciously pay attention to content and form at 
the same time during interactions, the unique feature of CMC would allow more time for the 
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(lower-proficient) learners to process input into intake more efficiently (Beauvois, 1992; 
Smith, 2003a).  
In sum, the learners’ consistent performance in the posttests was not so much 
determined by their language proficiency levels, nor by the native status of their 
interlocutors’. In other words, the occurrence of incidental noticing in a task-and text-based 
SCMC setting does assist the subsequent L2 learning of learners of different proficiency 
levels at a similar rate.  
Even though NSs are considered by some researchers as ideal language models and are 
more capable of producing comprehensible input than NNSs, and learners may get more 
motivated by interacting with them (Kitade, 2005; Kung, 2002; Long, 1983; Pasternak & 
Bailey, 2004), the result of this study showed that the learners interacting with NESs did not 
significantly perform better on the posttests than learners interacting with NNESs. This 
result can be contributed to the interrelationships between linguistic and affective factors, 
i.e., language proficiency (Lee, 2008; Lier & Matsuo, 2000; Smith, 2004) and anxiety 
(Arnold, 2007; Lee, 2004; Liu, 2006).  
With respect to the factor of language proficiency, it can be argued that the advanced 
learners of the NNES dyads could, to some extent, function as the NESs in the NES-NNES 
dyads and provide scaffolding for the less proficient learners since (1) NNSs can serve as 
“experts, coaches, or more competent peers” during their CMC interaction, and they can and 
do learn from one another (Smith, 2004, p. 388); and (2) more proficient learners in NNS-
NNS dyads would use interactional resources similar to those used by NSs in NS-NNS 
dyads, but less proficient learners would not (Lier & Matsuo, 2000). Lee (2008) studied the 
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communicative interactions between NNS-NNS dyads in an online setting and suggested 
that the more proficient learners of Spanish acted as both teachers and peers while 
interacting with their less proficient interlocutors during the feedback negotiation process, 
and higher-proficient learners could offer scaffolding at important moments to direct 
learners’ attention to the nontargetlike forms. Also, Shehadeh (1999) studied the modified 
output between NS-NNS and NNS-NNS interactions and concluded that when the NNSs in 
the NNS-NNS dyads have to cope with the pressure of producing comprehensible output for 
their peers, they extend and utilize their IL capacity to the limit. In most cases, attention to 
form in the LREs was related to accurate performance on the test (Williams, 2001). Similar 
results were found in Pellettieri (1999), in which she found that intermediate learners of 
Spanish were still able to generate native-like forms and engage in self-repairing through 
online negotiation.  
As far as affective factors are considered, research has investigated the relationship 
between L2 learners’ anxiety and their language proficiency in both face-to-face classroom 
(Liu, 2006) and CMC settings (Lee, 2004). Liu (2006) study, as an example, found that a 
considerable number of Chinese EFL learners of all three different proficiency levels felt 
anxious when speaking English in class, but the more proficient learners tended to be less 
anxious. Even though previous studies have claimed that CMC can lower L2 learners’ 
anxiety levels when compared to face-to-face contexts (Kern, 1995; Warschauer, 1996), 
Arnold (2007) found that there was no difference in the anxiety levels of learners’ group 
discussions between the CMC and face-to-face settings. In addition, Lee (2004) reported 
that in NS-NNS interactions, some NNSs’ self-confidence was negatively influenced by 
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their lower language proficiency. Also, some NNSs were frightened because they regarded 
their NS peer as an authoritative figure in language. Therefore, it is reasonable to assume 
that the less proficient learners in the NES-NNES dyads of the current study may experience 
a greater degree of anxiety than the more proficient learners in the same type of dyads. As 
has been discussed, both proficiency and anxiety factors may help to explain why the NES-
NNES dyads did not perform significantly better than the NNES-NNES dyads on the 
posttests.  
Research Question Four  
The fourth research question entails the use of multiple logistic regression analyses to 
uncover the best model to describe a relationship between the dependent variable (test 
responses) and independent variables (language proficiency and the other 10 characteristics 
of LREs) for the two dyadic types, i.e. to investigate if learners’ proficiency levels along 
with other characteristics of LREs similarly predict their L2 learning in a text-based CMC 
setting in NES-NNES dyads and NNES-NNES dyads. In order to provide enough samples 
for logistic regression analyses, the immediate and delayed posttest results were combined. 
The results of the logistic regression analyses are presented in Table 19.  
The Results of the logistic regression analyses for NES-NNES dyads. For the NES-
NNES dyads, the predictors that entered into the regression model of the grammar test were 
type, source, and successful uptake. Among the three variables, source was the strongest one, 
which had an exp (B) of 4.807, meaning that correct responses were almost five times more 
likely when the tested LREs were code-related instead of message-related. 
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TABLE 19 
Results of Logistic Regression Analyses and Test Types 
   95% Confidence 
Intervals 
 
Dyad 
Type 
Test type Predictor variables Lower Upper Exp (B) P-value 
Type 1.126 9.902 3.200 0.029 
Source 0.095 0.405 0.208 
(4.807)* 
0.000 
Grammar 
Successful uptake 1.384 4.145 2.395 0.002 
Source 0.008 0.373 0.154 
(6.493)* 
0.003 
Complexity 1.471 15.217 4.730 0.009 
Proficiency 0.179 1.076 0.439 
(2.278) 
0.072 
vocabulary 
 
Successful uptake 1.044 16.223 4.115 0.043 
Spelling  Proficiency 0.060 1.444 0.294 
(3.401)* 
0.132 
NES- 
NNES 
Dyads 
Pragmatics a -- -- -- -- -- 
Timing 0.086 1.264 0.330 
(3.030)* 
0.106 Grammar 
Successful Uptake 0.031 3.826 2.001 0.041 
Timing 0.043 0.858 0.191 
(5.236) 
0.031 vocabulary 
Successful uptake 1.499 21.467 5.672* 0.011 
Spelling  Proficiency 0.936 79.279 8.615* 0.057 
NNES-
NNES 
Dyads 
Pragmatics a -- -- -- -- -- 
a. The sample sizes for the pragmatics test (n = 8 for the NES-NNES dyads and n = 1 for the NNES-NNES 
dyads) are too small to perform logistic analyses. 
Note 1: The predictor variables with an exp (B) of less than 1 were also calculated into their reciprocal values 
(when y = 0). These numbers are presented in parentheses.  
Note 2: The predictor variables with the highest exp (B) in each model are marked with an asterisk (*). 
 
 
In addition, type was the second strongest variable, which had an exp (B) of 3.200, 
indicating that preemptive (learner-initiated) LREs were more than three times more likely 
to result in correct test responses than reactive LREs (corrective feedback). Furthermore, 
LREs with successful uptake were almost two and a half times more likely to result in 
correct test responses than unsuccessful uptake.  
For the vocabulary test, the significant variables were proficiency, source, complexity, 
and successful uptake. Again, source appeared to be the strongest one among these three 
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variables, which had an exp (B) of 6.493. This indicates that code-related LREs were almost 
six and a half times more likely to result in correct test responses than message-related LREs. 
The second strongest variable in the suppliance test was complexity, with an exp (B) of 4.73, 
indicating that complex LREs were almost five times more likely to result in correct test 
responses than simple ones. The next strongest variable in the suppliance test was successful 
uptake, with an exp (B) of 4.115, which means that when learners generated successful 
uptake in a LRE, the chances that they answered the corresponding vocabulary test item 
correctly were around four times more than unsuccessful uptake. Even though proficiency 
was the least strong variable in the suppliance test, the low-intermediate learners were more 
than two times more likely to answer the vocabulary-related questions correctly than the 
advanced learners.  
The spelling test resulted in only one significant variable: proficiency, with an exp (B) 
of 3.401, meaning the low-intermediate learners were around three and a half times more 
likely to answer the spelling-related questions correctly than the advanced learners. 
The Results of the logistic regression analyses for NNES-NNES dyads. For the NNES-
NNES dyads, successful uptake and timing were the only two significant variables that 
entered in the model in the grammar test. The exp (B) of successful uptake was 2.001, 
meaning that LREs with successful uptake were twice more likely to result in correct test 
responses than without. Also, the effect of timing was stronger than that of successful uptake, 
with an exp (B) of 3.030, meaning that if learners were provided with immediate feedback in 
the turn after a question or a problematic linguistic item was raised, they were three times 
more likely to answer the corresponding test item correctly than deferred feedback.  
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Likewise, the same two variables (timing and successful uptake) also entered into the 
vocabulary test. The exp(B) of successful uptake was 5.672, meaning that LREs with 
successful uptake were almost six times more likely to result in correct test responses than 
the ones with unsuccessful uptake. In addition, the exp (B) of timing was 5.236, which 
means that LREs with immediate feedback were more than five times more likely to result 
in correct test responses than deferred feedback.  
The spelling test resulted in only one significant variable that entered the model: 
proficiency. The exp (B) of proficiency was 8.615, which means the advanced learners were 
more almost nine times more likely to answer the spelling-related questions correctly than 
the low-intermediate learners.  
Successful uptake. The fact that successful uptake entered into all models of both 
grammar- and vocabulary-related tests across the two dyadic types qualifies it as the most 
prevalent predictor of the learners’ subsequent L2 learning in the current study. Two 
theoretical foundations can be adopted to address the positive correlation between successful 
uptake and SLA. First, successful uptake permits learners to practice the target forms and 
thus may help them to transfer their explicit knowledge into implicit knowledge (Ellis et al., 
2001a). Second, the pushed output (Swain, 1995), i.e. successful uptake, assists SLA since it 
forces learners to focus on forms rather than meanings and thus enables them to modify 
problematic hypotheses about the target forms. Our finding coincides with Loewen’s (2005) 
study in a NS-NNS face-to-face setting and Shekary and Tahririan’s (2006) study in a 
NNES-NNES SCMC setting, in which both research empirically validated the significance 
of the successful uptake in comparison to the mere presence of uptake. This indicates that 
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incidental focus on form could be beneficial to learners, especially when learners 
incorporate the targeted forms into their own production (Ellis et al., 2001a; Lyster & Ranta, 
1997).  
Proficiency. Proficiency entered into three regression models, making it the second 
most prevalent predictor of the learners’ test responses. Interestingly, proficiency played a 
different role in different dyadic types. 
The effect of proficiency on the NES-NNES dyads. Interactionist research has suggested 
that the fact that learners negotiate more on lexical than grammatical elements may be 
related to learners’ different proficiency levels (VanPatten, 1990, 1996) and the nature of 
learner attention during interaction (Pica, 1994; Pica, Lincolin-porter, Paninos, & Linnell, 
1996). In the NES-NNES dyads, the low-intermediate learners performed better than the 
advanced learners on both vocabulary and spelling tests. Similar results on vocabulary (Gass, 
Svetics, & Lemelin, 2003) and spelling (Canado, 2006) have been reported in previous 
research. 
With respect to the vocabulary test, our finding echoes Gass, Svetics, and Lemelin’s 
(2003) study, in which the lowest proficient (first –year) learners improved significantly on 
all three linguistic foci (syntax, morphosyntax, and the lexicon), the more proficient 
(second-year) learners only improved on lexicon, and the advanced (third-year) learners 
improved on none of the three foci. They concluded that focused attention had more 
significant effects on the less-proficient students than on the most-proficient students in their 
study. Therefore, it is suspected that the effect of noticing on the advanced learners in the 
NES-NNES dyads may not be as salient as it is on the low-intermediate learners within the 
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same dyadic type, which, in turn, contributes to the difference of vocabulary test 
performance between the learners of these two proficiency levels.  
With respect to the spelling test type, Canado’s (2006) study found that NNSs’ spelling 
ability was significantly improved in the free composition through explicit instruction 
provided by their NS teachers. It is arguable that the spelling-related feedback from the 
NESs in the current study can be viewed as a kind of “incidental” instruction. In addition, 
since all of the NES participants are pre-service teachers taking an ESL methods course, 
they may have a better command of language teaching and a higher level of pedagogical 
mindset than other NESs who are in disciplines other than education. Even if the above 
discussed is the case, it still doesn’t answer why the low-intermediate learners in the NES-
NNES dyads outperformed the advanced learners in the same dyadic type. This issue 
requires further examination of the data set. 
When examining the characteristics of the LREs generated by the NES-NNES dyads in 
more detail, the low-intermediate learners in the NES-NNES dyads responded to the 
vocabulary-and spelling-related feedback more than 80% of the time with an uptake or 
successful uptake move, which is much higher than the 52% of the advanced learners from 
the same dyadic type. This indicates that the low-intermediate learners were devoting higher 
levels of awareness/attention to their NES peers’ responses in general; higher levels of 
awareness would result in a higher level of accuracy on subsequent L2 production (Rosa & 
Leow, 2004). As a result, it is logical to speculate that the low-intermediate learners in the 
NES-NNES dyads better recalled those targeted lexical items (both vocabulary and spelling) 
than the advanced learners of the same dyadic type because they integrated the feedback 
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given by their NS interlocutors into their language production (uptake). This tentative 
explanation may help to account for the discrepancy of the test performance between the 
lower-and higher-proficient learners in the NES-NNES in both vocabulary and spelling tests.  
The effect of proficiency on the NNES-NNES dyads. In the NNES-NNES dyads, the 
results of the exp (B) demonstrated that the advanced learners performed much better than 
the low-intermediate learners in the spelling test. One explanation is that because the 
advanced learners had a better command of lexical competence (Zareva, Schwanenflugel, & 
Nikolova, 2005), they were more capable of answering in the spelling test correctly than 
their low-intermediate peers. This finding also echoes William’s (2001) finding, in which 
higher-proficient learners were more prepared to handle diverse linguistic input from their 
counterparts (NS teachers) during the negotiation of meaning when compared to lower-
proficient learners. Tekmen and Daloglu’s (2006) study on incidental vocabulary acquisition 
also revealed that the advanced NNSs gained significantly more words through reading a 
text than the intermediate and upper-intermediate NNSs.  
In short, the mixed results found on proficiency in the regression models can only be 
taken as suggestive, implicating that these areas are ripe for further exploration. Our analysis 
has shown that proficiency, dyadic type, and incidental noticing in SCMC setting interact in 
complex and complicated ways. 
Source. In addition to successful uptake, the variables of source also entered into the 
regression models of the grammar and vocabulary tests in the NES-NNES dyads. In other 
words, negotiation of code positively affected learners’ noticing and its retention rate than 
negotiation of meaning. As noted earlier, because most of the EFL classrooms are test-
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driven and tend to emphasize micro-level grammatical competence (Bardovi-Harlig & 
Dornyei, 1998), it is natural for the learners to pay extra attention to the code-related 
negotiation in order to increase their linguistic accuracy. Bardovi-Harlig and Dornyei’s 
(1998) experimental study explored the extent to which instructed L2 learners of English 
were aware of differences in learners’ and target-language production in grammar and 
pragmatics. The results showed that EFL learners and their teachers consistently identified 
and ranked grammatical errors as more serious than pragmatic errors. In addition, Ellis et al. 
(2001a) found that the source of the majority of focus on form in their observations resulted 
from negotiation of code (75%) rather than negotiation of meaning (25%). Therefore, given 
that EFL learners are instructed with heavy emphasis on grammatical competence and 
accuracy and view grammatical errors to be more serious than pragmatic ones (Bardovi-
Harlig & Dornyei, 1998), the results of this study are not surprising. The number of the 
pragmatic-related LREs in the NES-NNES dyads was much lower than the linguistic-related 
ones (8 vs. 485). 
Type. Another significant variable that entered into the grammar test of the NES-NNES 
dyads was type, in which the preemptive (learner-initiated) LREs were significantly 
correlated with the learners’ performance on the posttests. A preemptive LRE can be seen as 
indicating a learner’s difficulty with a linguistic item since the learner is raising a query 
about that item (Loewen, 2002). Some previous studies have also endorsed the importance 
of preemptive LREs on learners’ subsequent learning. For example, Ellis et al. (2001b) 
examined preemptive focus on form in ESL face-to-face classroom between learners and 
teachers. They found that in 12 hours of meaning-focused instruction, there were as many 
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preemptive focus-on-form episodes (FFEs) as reactive FFEs. The majority of the preemptive 
FFEs were initiated by students, and students were more likely to uptake a form if the FFE 
was student initiated. Along the same line, Leow’s (1998) study also endorsed that learner-
centered exposure to morphological forms of the targeted L2 facilitated learners’ overall 
greater capability to digest and reproduce these forms in writing when compared to teacher-
centered exposure to the same linguistic forms. Kitade (2000) examined to the potential 
impact of CMC on L2 learning between NNSs of Japanese. She found many instances of 
learner-initiated repair and negotiation of meaning in NNS-NNS chats, which suggests that 
online task-based discussion “facilitates comprehensible and meaning-making interaction, 
awareness raising, as well as collaborative learning” (p. 162). Smith (2004) also found that 
learners provided one another with preemptive input, which is rather beneficial in assisting 
their peers to acquire target forms. 
Therefore, learner-initiated LREs appear to be one of the most important potential 
characteristics to induce noticing and result in long-term memory of the targeted structures. 
In addition, the reason that preemptive LREs only appeared to be an important variable in 
the NES-NNES dyads instead of the NNES-NNES dyads may be that NNSs usually view 
NSs as language authorities and this belief may motivate them to seek more help whenever 
they need any language-related input. It is, therefore, logical to believe that when LREs are 
initiated by learners, the subsequent learning is more likely to happen. 
Complexity. Complexity was also shown to be a significant factor in affecting the 
vocabulary test scores of the learners in the NES-NNES dyads, but not in the NNES-NNES 
dyads. This indicates that complex LREs appeared to be more helpful on producing 
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vocabulary-related test responses than simple ones when learners were interacting with the 
NESs as opposed to the NNESs. A complex LRE requires multiple responses and/or uptake 
moves (Loewen, 2004), and NESs may be more capable of producing long and sophisticated 
feedback than NNESs do because of their linguistic ability (Pasternak & Bailey, 2004). 
Similar to our findings, Loewen’s (2004) study examined which characteristics (including 
directness, emphasis, timing, response, uptake, and successful uptake) of incidental focus on 
form predicted uptake and successful uptake, and the results showed that complexity was 
one of the LRE characteristics that influenced both the production of uptake and its success. 
Thus, he concluded that complex LREs involving multiple turns between the teacher and the 
student were more likely to result in both uptake and successful uptake. Successful uptake 
was more likely to occur when students focused on linguistic problems that they perceived 
as important and when they had the chance to negotiate extensively around a problem.  
Given that successful uptake is the most prevalent predictor of learners’ subsequent 
learning in the current study and the relationship between complex LREs and successful 
uptake has empirically proved to be positive, it is logical to contend that complex responses 
can facilitate learners’ retention of the linguistic items contained in the LREs, which 
coincides with the findings of the current study.  
Timing. Finally, timing was also shown to be a powerful predictor of both grammar- 
and vocabulary-related test items in the NNES-NNES dyads. Generally speaking, the fact 
that immediate LREs are more effective in promoting learners’ noticing and their correct 
recall of the test items seems intuitive because most focus on form happens immediately 
after the trigger (Loewen, 2004). Ellis et al. (2001a) also examined the timing of the 
 136
feedback in their study, finding that the overwhelming majority of feedback moves were 
immediate (92%) rather than delayed (8%). In addition, considering the restraint of working 
memory, immediate treatment is more helpful than deferred treatment in assisting learners to 
integrate the target forms into their interlanguage (Doughty, 2001) because it occurs at the 
time when the information is most needed (Doughty & Long, 2003).  
However, the findings with regard to the effect of immediate feedback in LREs in the 
present study contradict those reported in Shekary and Tahririan’s (2006) study, in which 
deferred LREs were roughly one and a third times more likely to lead to correct responses 
when compared with immediate LREs. They argued that deferred LREs in their study often 
occurred when learners went through their errors at the end of a task, which drew attention 
to them explicitly. Although it may not be possible to know whether or not learners in 
Shekary and Tahririan’s study were required to review their chat logs after each session, it is 
arguable that learners’ frequent reviews of the chat logs would potentially blur the 
distinction between incidental and planned focus-on-form. Since the current research was 
designed to be a study on incidental noticing and learners were not asked to review their 
chat logs at the end of each task, deferred LREs wouldn’t occur as they do in Shekary and 
Tahririan’s study. Therefore, the contradiction of the effect of timing between Shekary and 
Tahririan’s and the current study may be partially attributed to this methodological 
difference. Nevertheless, this explanation is speculative and warrants further investigation.  
Finally, although immediate feedback was found to be positively correlated with 
learners’ grammar test scores in the NNES-NNES dyads of the current study, similar effect 
was absent from the NES-NNES dyads even though NSs’ proficiency in their first language 
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may allow them to better control the conversation flow and offer more immediate feedback 
and comprehensible (modified) input to their NNS counterparts (Long, 1983). When 
inspecting the relationship between immediate feedback and uptake/successful in detail, the 
results showed that even though learners in both dyad types provided immediate feedback to 
their peers around 90% of the time, the learners in the NES-NNES dyads responded to the 
NESs’ immediate feedback 71.9% of the time with an uptake or successful uptake move, 
which is lower than the 86.1% in the NNES-NNES dyads. This indicates that the learners in 
the NNES-NNES dyads put more effort into incorporating the received feedback into their 
language output (uptake and/or successful uptake) which should result in a higher level of 
accuracy on subsequent L2 production (Rosa & Leow, 2004). This may help to explain why 
the NESs’ immediate feedback did not facilitate their peers’ test performance as much as 
those in the NNES-NNES dyads. Needless to say, more research on the effect of immediate 
and delayed feedback on SLA in NS-NNS and NNS-NNS interactions is certainly needed.  
CONCLUSION AND IMPLICATIONS 
This study provides empirical data to suggest that two-way negotiation of meaning in a 
SCMC setting is useful in promoting learners’ noticing and their subsequent language 
learning. CMC can give rise to real communication by temporally and geographically 
increasing the opportunities for interaction (Warschauer, 1997) because it allows students 
from different countries to interact cross-culturally regardless of the time differences. 
Previous literature has shown that CMC can constitute a more equitable and non-threatening 
medium for L2 discussion (Beauvois, 1992; Kern, 1995; Warschauer, 1996) and equalize the 
amount of topic initiation and talk between NSs and NNSs (Schwienhorst, 2004). The 
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results of the current research also endorses that the SCMC medium can enhance the 
occurrence of incidental noticing on learners of different proficiency levels and their 
subsequent L2 learning in both NES-NNES and NNES-NNES dyads, i.e. the task-based 
language learning framework in SCMC has effectively raised learners’ consciousness of the 
gaps in their IL.  
With regard to effects of learners of different proficiency levels on the number of 
LREs produced by the learners, the results showed that (1) in the NES-NNES dyads, no 
significance difference was found between the low-intermediate and advanced learners; and 
(2) in the NNES-NNES dyads, the low-intermediate learners produced significantly more 
LREs than their advanced interlocutors. On the other hand, in terms of the effect of 
interlocutors’ proficiency levels on the number of LREs produced by the learners, the 
results revealed that: (1) the low-intermediate learners in the NES-NNES dyads produced 
significantly more number of LREs than the low-intermediate learners in the NNES-NNES 
dyads; and (2) the advanced learners in the NES-NNES dyads also produced significantly 
more number of LREs than the advanced learners in the NNES-NNES dyads. 
The results of the chi-square analyses in the current study revealed that there were no 
significant differences between the learners of different proficiency levels and their 
performance on both posttests. This indicates that the learners of different proficiency levels 
could similarly grasp and retain the forms they noticed during the online negotiations.  
Through logistic regression analyses, five characteristics (proficiency, source, type, 
complexity, and successful uptake) related to LREs have shown to be powerful predictor 
variables of the NES-NNES dyads. Three variables, including proficiency, timing, and 
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successful uptake were found to be significant in the NNES-NNES dyads. The most 
prevalent variable was successful uptake, which has also been theoretically and empirically 
proven to be the most significant predictor of subsequent L2 learning by previous studies 
(Ellis et al., 2001a; Loewen, 2004, 2005; Shekary & Tahririan, 2006). As noted earlier, even 
though proficiency was not found to be an influential factor on learners’ performance on the 
two posttests in both dyadic types, the results of the logistic regression models suggested 
that proficiency, dyadic type, and incidental noticing in SCMC setting interacted in complex 
and intricate ways in which the lower-proficient learners of the NES-NNES dyads 
outperformed their higher-proficient peers both grammar and vocabulary tests whereas the 
higher-proficient learners of the NNES-NNES dyads outperformed their lower-proficient 
interlocutors in the spelling test.  
All in all, L2 learners can benefit from interacting in a one-to-one two-way 
communicative negotiation of meaning and form in a SCMC setting irrespective of the 
dyadic forms and learners’ proficiency levels. However, proficiency appears to be a 
significant factor in some areas, but not in some others. Therefore, no decisive conclusion 
can be made in this respect. Given that the interrelationships between meaning negotiation, 
incidental noticing, and proficiency is highly complex, future research on the role of 
noticing in L2 development through interaction needs to take this into consideration. 
The attempt to compare the effect of incidental noticing on both linguistic and 
sociolinguistic aspects between learners of different proficiency levels in different dyadic 
forms is another potential contribution that the current study makes to the existing literature 
of SLA, even though the number of the pragmatics-related LREs generated by the learners 
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of the present study turned out to be small. Without a doubt, more research is needed in 
order to further ascertain the interrelations between effects of proficiency and dyadic types 
on learners’ incidental noticing and subsequent L2 learning. In addition, as shown above, 
negotiation on the linguistic features of grammar, vocabulary, and spelling are much more 
prevalent than the sociolinguistic aspects of pragmatic. Due to low numbers of LREs on 
pragmatic aspects of language, the relationships between proficiency and pragmatics still 
remain unclear in the present study. It is suggested, therefore, to direct learners’ attention to 
negotiation of pragmatics-related topics through some pedagogical instructions. However, 
such undertaking may obscure the distinction between incidental and planned focus on form. 
Given that EFL students and teachers tend to pay more attention to grammatical than 
pragmatic forms and ESL students and their teachers showed the opposite pattern (Bardovi-
Harlig & Dornyei, 1998), it would be insightful to compare the amount of pragmatic-related 
noticing between learners of different proficiency levels and different learning contexts; for 
example, it would be interesting to see if high-proficient ESL learners who live in the target 
culture may notice pragmatic aspects of language more than low-proficient ESL learners 
Pedagogically, even though noticing does occur in a face-to-face classroom setting 
(Loewen, 2002, 2005, 2006; Williams, 1999, 201), the interaction between each individual 
student may be fairly limited compared to one-to-one dyadic interaction through SCMC. In 
order to provide L2 learners with more opportunities to notice the gaps in their IL and 
incorporate the feedback they receive into their IL system, practitioners and educators are 
encouraged to take the unique features of CMC and task-based learning activities into 
account. Different pedagogical approaches may be needed for learners at different 
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proficiency levels and for different types of tasks in both online and off-line learning 
environment, but there is a clear link between proficiency, noticing, and SLA. Given that 
pragmatic knowledge tends be neglected in EFL contexts at the expense of overly 
emphasizing grammatical accuracy (Bardovi-Harlig & Dornyei, 1998) and socio-cultural 
factors can be utilized to promote interaction between interlocutors (Swain, 2001), it is 
important to offer NNSs legitimate access to both NSs and EFL/ESL learners and 
incorporate culturally-related elements into the communicative tasks performed by them.  
Finally, some limitations need to be noted. First, technological failure could sometimes 
come into the way, which might result in the missing of the chat logs or the breakdowns of 
the ongoing discussion between the learners. Second, when the learners in the NES-NNES 
group had difficulties overcoming the 14-hour time difference to find a time to chat during a 
given week, they had to move their discussion on that specific task a week before or after. 
So, the learners could have been overwhelmed while they had to chat twice in a week, and 
the quality of their discussion could have been negatively affected to some extent. Third, 
because of the practicality, the L2 participants in the current research were recruited from 
the same university, and in order to enlarge the gap of the learners’ proficiency levels, only 
44 out of 156 L2 learners were included. Future research is suggested to recruit more L2 
learners from different institutions with wider discrepancy in proficiency levels in order to 
fully utilize the effect of CMC for both NS-NNS and NNS-NNS dyads. Fourth, as noted, 
when the whole dataset was divided by the two proficiency levels in the NNES-NNES dyads, 
the number of LREs of the advance learners was not big enough to run logistic regression 
analyses. That is the reason that the current study did not compare the logistic regression 
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models across the four groups of the two dyadic types. Fifth, even though the findings of 
this study suggest that the more the learners notice, the more they learn,16 regardless of their 
proficiency level, their interlocutors’ proficiency level, and their dyadic type, researchers 
should interpret the results with caution. Since the learners’ test performance was assessed 
under a controlled context, their correct test responses may not necessarily equal to SLA. 
Finally, due to lack of a control group, the results of the current study could not be compared 
with a control group, which is also an obvious limitation.  
SUGGESTIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH 
There are some suggestions for future research based on the findings of the current 
study. First, since the current study only included two types of communicative tasks (jigsaw 
and decision-making), different task types, such as information-gap and problem-solving 
task, may have different effects on L2 learners and result in different findings (Long, 1996; 
Crookes & Rulon, 1988; Nakahama et al., 2001; Pica et al., 1993). Therefore, it is suggested 
that future research on incidental noticing include more varieties of communicative tasks 
and examine the effect of task type on incidental noticing of learners.  
Second, another area obviously worth exploration is to compare the difference in the 
occurrence of the pragmatic-related LREs and its effect on L2 learners’ subsequent learning 
by employing two different treatment conditions: one planned focus-on-form and the other 
incidental focus on form. Since only limited amount of pragmatic-related LREs were found 
in the current study, it is suggested that future research can design tasks that are more 
                                                 
16 Since there were no differences in the retention rate of the targeted forms across the four groups, a learner 
who was tested for 20 tailor-made items would be deemed to learn twice as much as a learner who was only 
tested for 10 tailor-made items. Even though noticing is a prerequisite of SLA, it does not necessarily 
guarantee learners can transfer the noticed input into their implicit knowledge (Ellis, 1991; Schmidt, 1990; 
Swain, 1985). 
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conducive to pragmatic noticing; however, this should proceed with caution because 
sometimes it is difficult to draw a clear-cut line between incidental and planned focus on 
form. 
Finally, since the current study only included learners of two different proficiency 
levels, future research can inspect the effect of noticing on (1) learners with a wider range of 
difference between their proficiency levels, for example, a beginning-advanced dyad or (2) 
learners of the same proficiency level but at different language learning stages, for example, 
low-low, intermediate-intermediate, or high-high combinations of proficiency level.  
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CHAPTER IV 
CONCLUSION 
SUMMARY 
The purpose of this study was to explore Taiwanese English as a Foreign Language 
(EFL) learners’ incidental noticing and their subsequent language learning in relation to 
learner proficiency level and dyadic type in a text-based CMC environment. More 
specifically, the study intended to find out (1) whether text-based online discussion would 
help EFL learners notice the gap in their IL while interacting with their native English 
speaking or nonnative English speaking interlocutors, and (2) how noticing is associated 
with L2 learners’ dyadic types, proficiency levels, and their subsequent learning in the 
SCMC setting. Sixty participants were included to form 30 dyads. At random, eight low-
intermediate and eight advanced NNESs were paired with 16 NESs to form 16 NES-NNES 
dyads; another 14 advanced NNESs and 14 low-intermediate NNESs were paired to form 14 
mixed-proficiency NNES-NNES dyads. The occurrence of noticing was operationalized by 
the identification of LREs, and the learners’ learning outcome was assessed by two 
individual tailor-made posttests on four test types (grammar, vocabulary, spelling, and 
pragmatics). 
The results revealed that the SCMS medium could, in general, enhance the occurrence 
of learners’ incidental noticing and their subsequent L2 learning regardless of learners’ 
proficiency levels and dyadic types. No significant differences were found in the amount of 
the LREs produced by the NES-NNES dyads when compared to the NNES-NNES dyads. 
With regard to the number of LREs generated by the learners of different proficiency levels, 
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the results showed that (1) in the NES-NNES dyads, no significant difference was found 
between the low-intermediate and advanced learners.; and (2) in the NNES-NNES dyads, 
the low-intermediate learners produced significantly more LREs than their advanced 
interlocutors. In terms of the effect of interlocutors’ proficiency levels on the number of 
LREs produced by the learners, the results revealed that: (1) the low-intermediate learners in 
the NES-NNES dyads produced significantly more number of LREs than the low-
intermediate learners in the NNES-NNES dyads; and (2) the advanced learners in the NES-
NNES dyads also produced significantly more number of LREs than the advanced learners 
in the NNES-NNES dyads.  
With respect to the learners’ performance on both posttests, the results of chi-square 
analyses showed that (1) no significant differences were found both within and across the 
two dyadic types; and (2) no significant differences were found between learners of different 
proficiency levels within and across both NES-NNS and NNES-NNES dyads.  
Logistic regression analyses revealed that five LRE characteristics (type, source, 
complexity, proficiency, and successful uptake) in the NES-NNES dyads and three LRE 
characteristics (proficiency, timing and successful uptake) in the NNES-NNES dyads were 
shown to be significant predictor variables of the learners’ subsequent L2 learning. 
Successful uptake was the most prevalent predictor variable of the learners’ subsequent L2 
learning across the two dyadic types. Proficiency appeared to be the second prevalent 
variable but played a different role in these two dyadic types: (a) in the NES-NNES dyads, 
the low-intermediate learners significantly outperformed the advanced learners in the same 
dyadic type in both vocabulary and spelling tests; and (b) in the NNES-NNES dyads, the 
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advanced learners outperformed their low-intermediate learners in the spelling test. The 
variables, which had a significantly positive effect on the learners’ subsequent L2 learning 
in the NES-NNES dyads, include code-related, preemptive (learner-initiated), and complex 
LREs. On the other hand, only one variable (LREs with immediate feedback) had a 
significantly positive effect on the learners’ subsequent L2 learning in the NNES-NNES 
dyads. Considering the language aspects focused in the LREs, negotiations on the linguistic 
features of grammar, vocabulary, and spelling were much more prevalent than the pragmatic 
aspects of language.  
In sum, the findings of this dissertation posit the positive effects of incidental noticing 
in a SCMC setting irrespective of the dyadic types and proficiency levels. More research is 
needed in order to empirically uncover the complex and intricate interactions among 
proficiency levels, dyadic types, learners’ incidental noticing, and SLA. 
PEDAGOGICAL IMPLICATIONS 
The pedagogical implications from the findings are listed as follows. First, the effect of 
incidental noticing is evidenced in a SCMC environment. Secondly, proficiency level should 
not hinder NNSs from noticing their language problems while interacting with NSs, but less 
proficient learners of the NNS-NNS mixed proficiency dyads may demonstrate significantly 
more instances of noticing the gaps in their IL than do their more proficient counterparts. 
Thirdly, the role of native speaker significantly affects NNSs’ ability to notice the gaps in 
their IL, in which less and more proficient learners produced significantly more LREs while 
interacting with the NSs than with the different-proficient NNSs. Fourthly, based on the 
results of logistic regression analyses in current research, it is suggested that learners should 
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be encouraged to engage in code-related, learner-initiated, and complex negotiations and 
provide immediate feedback to their peers during negotiation of meaning in both face-to-
face and CMC contexts. Fourthly, in order to best promote the effect of uptake, teachers or 
learners can technically induce their students or conversational interlocutors to produce 
successful uptake, for example, by guiding them to incorporate the learned knowledge into 
their subsequent language production immediately after they appear to transfer the input to 
intake. Finally, as noted, the findings of the current research as well as previous literature on 
NS-NNS and NNS-NNS interactional effects have suggested that it is not necessarily always 
better to interact with a NS. While English is regarded as an international language and the 
notion of “native speaker of English” is challenged a lot (Mckay, 2002), it would also be 
very beneficial for a NNS to interact with either a NS or a NNS since interacting with a NS 
has some advantages, and interacting with a NNS has some others.  
LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH 
There are some limitations in the current research. First, technological failure could 
sometimes get in the way, which might result in the missing of the chat logs or the 
breakdowns of the ongoing discussion between the learners. Second, when the learners in 
the NES-NNES group had difficulties overcoming the 14-hour time difference to find a time 
to chat during a given week, they had to move their discussion on that specific task a week 
before or after. So, the learners could have been overwhelmed while they had to chat twice 
in a week, and the quality of their discussion could have been negatively affected to some 
extent. Third, because of the practicality, the L2 participants in the current research were 
recruited from the same university, and in order to enlarge the gap of the learners’ 
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proficiency levels, only 44 out of 156 L2 learners were included. Future research is 
suggested to recruit more L2 learners from different institutions with wider discrepancy in 
proficiency levels in order to fully utilize the effect of CMC for both NS-NNS and NNS-
NNS dyads. Fourth, as noted, when the whole dataset was divided by the two proficiency 
levels in the NNES-NNES dyads, the number of LREs of the advance learners was not big 
enough to run logistic regression analyses. That is the reason that the current study did not 
compare the logistic regression models across the four groups of the two dyadic types. Fifth, 
even though the findings of this study suggest that the more the learners notice, the more 
they learn, regardless of their proficiency level, their interlocutors’ proficiency level, and 
their dyadic type, researchers should interpret the results with caution. Since the learners’ 
test performance was assessed under a controlled context, their correct test responses may 
not necessarily equal to SLA. Finally, due to lack of a control group, the results of the 
current study could not be compared with a control group, which is also an obvious 
limitation.  
As for the suggestions for future research, first, since the current study only included 
two types of communicative tasks (jigsaw and decision-making), different task types, such 
as information-gap and problem-solving task, may have different effects on L2 learners and 
result in different findings (Long, 1996; Crookes & Rulon, 1988; Nakahama et al., 2001; 
Pica et al., 1993). Therefore, it is suggested that future research on incidental noticing 
include more varieties of communicative tasks and examine the effect of task type on 
incidental noticing of learners.  
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Second, another area obviously worth exploration is to compare the difference in the 
occurrence of the pragmatic-related LREs and its effect on L2 learners’ subsequent learning 
by employing two different treatment conditions: one planned focus-on-form and the other 
incidental focus on form. Since only limited amount of pragmatic-related LREs were found 
in the current study, it is suggestive for the future research to design tasks that are more 
conducive to pragmatic noticing; however, this should be proceed with caution because 
sometimes it is difficult to draw a clear-cut line between incidental and planned focus on 
form. 
Third, since the current study only included learners of two different proficiency levels, 
future research can inspect the effect of noticing on (1) learners with a wider range of 
difference between their proficiency levels, for example, a beginning-advanced dyad or (2) 
learners of the same proficiency level but at different language learning stages, for example, 
low-low, intermediate-intermediate, or high-high combinations of proficiency level.  
Fourth, even though the findings of the current research indicate that the advanced 
learners may not benefit as much from interacting the low-intermediate learners than with 
the NESs, however, it is important to find out if the advanced learners in the NNES-NNES 
dyads have gained confidence through interacting with their less-proficient learners because 
the increased level of confidence may have contributed to their overall language proficiency. 
Since the current study measured learners’ improvement on SLA through the identification 
of LREs and their test performance, it is not possible to capture the nuances or changes of 
those advanced learners’ confidence levels. It is suggested for future research to 
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qualitatively investigate learners’ perceptions on their confidence levels toward the use of 
L2 through, for example, in-depth interviews. 
Lastly, compared to NS-NNS dyads, learners in NS-NNS dyads may have a higher 
degree of comfort level in working together and dealing with some of the issues of language 
since they share the same cultural background and mother tongue and their mutual ability to 
express their voice (Lee, 2004; Varonis & Gass, 1985). Besides, because NNSs were using a 
foreign language to communicate, any miscommunication could potentially be attributed to 
either one or both of the interlocutors; therefore, they would be more willing to respond to 
their interlocutors’ corrective feedback without feeling humiliated (Varonis & Gass, 1985). 
With respect to the relationship between language proficiency and anxiety, Liu (2006) show 
that the more proficient learners tend to be less anxious while speaking English in class. 
Therefore, in order to compare the comfort level between learners of different proficiency 
levels in different dyadic types, it would be insightful for future research to interview 
learners of different proficient levels in both NS-NNS and NNS-NNS dyads on their 
perceptions of comfort level and anxiety during their negotiated interactions in SCMC. This 
issue is especially crucial with respect to the negotiation of pragmatics aspects of language 
because pragmatics focuses on how one uses the target language instead of mechanical 
issues. The results of the interviews can be used to provide NNSs better accommodations 
while engaging in task-based online chats. 
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APPENDIX A 
 
TASK 1  
 
Task 1: Jigsaw Task (Discussion Topic: Self-Value)  
Overview of this Activity: 
In this task, we’ll learn about self-value in different cultures. This first picture is the 
cover of the Time Magazine. As you can see, YOU were chosen to be THE MOST 
IMPORTANT PERSON OF YEAR 2008 on TIME Magazine cover. Wow, do you think 
you deserve this title? Obviously, you are not as famous as Oprah or Bill Gates, but why do 
you think Time Magazine editors would make the decision like that? 
                                                    
Step 1. Take a look at these pictures here. What are these pictures telling you? You’ve seen 
some of them before. Pick the ones that you recognize and explain them to your partner.  
The first set of pictures is for:  
1. Taiwanese students in the NNS-NS dyads 
2. Low-intermediate Taiwanese students in the NNES-NNES dyads. 
 
The first set of pictures is for:  
1. American students in the NNS-NS dyads 
2. Advanced Taiwanese students in the NNES-NNES dyads. 
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Step 2: Answer the following questions and exchange the answers with your partner. 
Question 1: Am I an important person to the world? Why or why not? 
Question 2: What is it about me that I am proud of? 
 
Step 3: After reading your keyapl's answers, try to respond to the following questions in 
your next message to him/her: 
Part 1: Which part of his/her answer confuses you and needs further explanations? 
Part 2: Which part of his/her answer that you find particularly interesting, and why? 
 
Step 4: By now you should see the differences between you and your partner. Well, let's 
pause and think for a second. Carefully consider all these questions and reply to your partner: 
Question 1: Is there such a big difference between the answers from you two? 
Question 2: Is the difference caused by cultural differences, or something else? 
Step 5: The Taiwanese keypal will draft a 150-200 word summary based on the key points 
of the discussions and submit it to your instructor 
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APPENDIX B 
 
TASK 2 
 
Learning Task 2: Decision-making (Discussion topic: Save the World)  
From our discussions in the last task, you know how important you are and how you can 
affect the people around you. But now, there is some bigger crisis in our life that is 
developing silently everyday! Cold facts: why do you think you'd need to turn on the heater 
in April in Texas? Why would it snow in Dallas in March? Why the summer in Taiwan is 
getting hotter and hotter each year and more and more mosquitoes are bugging 
everyone?  What happened when the abnormal weather and the related disasters are 
occurring here and there in the different regions of the world all the time? Something is not 
right! What is the problem? In task 2, you will find out the possible cause of the crisis and 
make a critical decision. 
 
Step 1: Reality check 
 
By now you might have figured this out with your partner; it is all about GLOBAL 
WARMING. 
 
In this task, you and your partner will do a reality check on how bad natural environment 
has become around us. Then you will make a decision on what you would like to do for you, 
yourself, your community, your people, the earth, and most importantly your future children. 
Look at what has happened to U.S. and Taiwan! 
 
 
 
 
 
Flooding and drought in the summers of 
Taiwan 
Hurricane Katrina & 
Drought in Matthiessen State Park 
(IL) 
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Step 2. Watch a web-video from abc News and find out how bad things are right now and in 
few years.  
 
Step 3: Make a commitment and put it into action. 
 
Take a look at some solutions offered on http://www.liveearth.org/crisis_solutions.php 
Make a decision together with your partner by choosing 3 things that both of you are willing 
to do as your commitment. From the 5 dimensions listed on the webpage: at home, shopping, 
on the job, transportation, and community. Commit 3 changes you both agree to make 
together for at least 3 days. During this task, you two will share how and why you two 
should or shouldn't make this commitment and stick to it.  
 
Step 4: Final Product 
 
In a 150~200 word action report, Taiwanese partners will 
1) List the 3 changes as your 1-week commitment to save the Earth.  
2) Describe your experiences of putting these things into actions in the past week. 
3) Submit your task product to your instructor. 
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